| A * 
| ComrnnDious DISCOURSE 


ON THE 


EUCHARIST: 


WITH 


Tvo APPENDIXES. 


| Printed in the Year C19. DG. LXXX.1IX. 


A 2 


Cage 5 


CONTENTS: 


Brief Acconnt of the Modern Doetrmes concerning the Eucha- 
rift. : 
Fonr principal modern Opinions concerning the Euchariſt. 
. Virtual preſence. \. 1. 
. Real preſence aliquo modo. F 2. | 
Real preſence with the ſymbols by Conſubantiation. F 7. 
. Real preſence with the ſymbols by Tranſubltantiation. 


Wm 


-Þ 


Obſervations touching theſe Opinions. I 4. 
. Obſervation , That byth the third and foarth Opinion hold ar 
Oral reception of Chrift's Body by aff Communicants. \ x. 
. Obſervation, That the fourth Opinion affirms, F 6. 
1. A Symbol ofChrift's Body remaining after conſecration ; 
viz. all the ſenſibles of the Bread. n. ». 
2. Theſe Symbols in the Charch'es /angage, not unuſually to 
have had the denomination of Bread. n. 2 
2. T hefe Symbols to have ſeveral things predicated of them uot 
agreeable to Chriſt's Body. 3 
4. 7 heſe Symbols 76 be as ſizns of Chriſt's Boay, ſacramentally 
preſent ;, ſo-of it as formerly broken on the Croſs. n. 4. 
5. Christ's Boay alſo as ſacramentally preſent to be a ſymbol 


63 


lan, 


14 


vin, A ARG ES 
- 4 © _- *» The Contents. | 8 
for memorial) of the ſame Boay as formerly 0 phe Crofs. ? 


n. $  { 
. Obf. That the difference between the third and fourth Opinion is | | 
not great. \ 7. | 
OBf. T hat the third and fourth Opinion affirm not Chriſt's Bo-. 
aily preſence in the Sacrament after ſo groſs a manner as 1s 
objected to them. F 8. | 
. Obſ. That no Argument drawn from ſenſe or ſeeming contrad:- 
&10n can be valid againſt the third and fourth Opinion. F 9. 
Of. That thoſe of the third Opinion, and ſome alſo of the ſecond, 
condemn not the fourth as holding a thing impoſſible or un- 
feaſible. F 10. | 
OBſ. T hat Communion with the fourth Opinion 1s unjuſtly 
rejeted whilſt retained with the third. F 11. 
. Obſ. That the Doctrine of the ſecond Opinion ts very varying, 
aubious, and obſcure. \ 12. 
Where 1s diſcufled F 12. 
1. Whether they hold any real, ſubſtantial preſence of Chriſt's 
_ m the Encharit. 
ereral quotations out of them, wherem they ſeem to 
mnamtan tt. 
Other quotations wherein they ſeem to retratt it. F 14. 
And dryers Arguings of theirs againſt the third and 
fourth opinion, which ſeem to overthrow tt. 
2. Whether they hold ſuch preſence to the Symbols, or only 
to the Communicant. \ 16. 
Several quotations, wherein they ſeem to deny ſuch pre- 
ſence to the Symbols, 
Where 
Whether they hold Chriſt's Boay preſent to the ſoul 
only, or alſo to the body of the worthy recerver. 
Some other ſayings, wherein they ſeem to imply ſuch 
preſence to the Symbols. 
- And the teſtimony of Mr. Thorndike expreſly de- 
claring for it. 


Vo 


P 


ee 


a 


00 


An A-count of the Doerime of Autiquity touching Chriſt's pre- 
ſence im the Enchariſt. \ 17. 


That 


1 The Content, ©, |. 
fl. * That the Arguments equally urged out of the Fathers for their 
= wot holding Tranſubſtantiation, diſprove not their holding of a Corporal 
s | preſence (at leaſt ; And ſome other manner ) with the Symbols. 18. 


! 
j 4 


| As Theodoret. - S 19. 7. 
{" Gelaſius. 2. 
1s Ambroſe. 3: 
: St. Auſtin. pe 
z- Other quotations out of Blondel. PH 
, And others. ED 6. 
i 
7 Arguments that they hold corporal preſence. F 20. 
| | Becauſe they affirm a change of the Elements into Chriſts 
yp ff Body. n.1. 
A miraculous change. n, 2 
- Offering the Boay of Chriſt as a Sacrifice before communicat- 
4 5 0 888. 1:3; wy ] 
Uling Adoration before communicating. n. 4.. 
5 Halding att Oral mauducation of Chriſt's boay. n. $. 
9 Anſavers of the Reformed to theſe Arguments. F 21. 


Concerning the change of the Elements. »n. 1. 


- ' » © Concerning the miraculouſneſs of the change. F. 2.2 

7 | Concerning its being a Sacrifice. 0 23» 
Concerning Adoration. $. 24- 

Replies to theſe. $29 


' The dofFrine of the Fathers concerning it as a Sacrifice. F. 26.. 
That the ſacrifice on the Croſs is the only ſacrifice that by its 
own virtue takes away ſms. n. 1: 
| Tet rs the Eucharift a true and real ſacrifice. n. 
| Teſtimonies out of Card. Bellarmin, C. Trent and, Hr. Mede, 


_— - V is ; 
Of the Fathers, that it 1s a ſacrifice expiatory. n. 5 + 
Of Dr. Tailor. n. 6+ | 


Digr. The omiſſion of the daily Oblation in the Reformed Ciurches, 


v3 | 
The Fathers ſay that it is an Oblation of the ſame Body which 
was crucified. I. 28. 
Reply concerning Sacrifice. F. 29. 
Reply concerning Acoration. F. 30. 


T he 


The Contents. 


The Roman qualifications concerning Adoration. $ 
* Snppoſe Tranſnbſlantiation an error,yet Adoration fur a corpo- 
_ gee ard F' 120 corporal preſence, yet their Adoration no 
zaolatr 2 
An aan 4 of then variance in the doftrine of the Entharift i n later 
times. \ 36. 
tn the Faſtern Church. F. 37. 
tn the Weſtern Church. \. 41. 


Reflettions upon the former narration. F. 43. 
I. Corporal preſence then the common vpmon. 
2. AH Councils fince the 24. of Nice enanimufly deciding cor- 
poral preſence with the ſymbols. F 44. 
nd that not by way of {mpanatron. I. 45. 


Councils excuſable in ſo ftriftly determining the munner of Chriſt's 
preſence mm the Sacrament. F. 4.8. 

[un what ſenſe they impsſe it as an Article of faith. F 49. 

Obeatence due to ſuch deciſtons. F 51. 

T he objcttion of a contrary perſwaſim of - = conſidered. $ 52. 

Objeftion of non-certatnty conſidered. 


T he objettron of the fruitlfnefs of ſuppoſed. corporal preſence conſe. 
dered. \ $4. 


p. I. The Dottrine of the Church of England concerning the 
PET jo tial preſence and Adoration of our Lord mn the Sacrament : 


with a Ymaication of Two Diſcourſes on that ſubjet? printed at | 


OXFORD. 


App. II. nimadverſions _ the Reply to the Two former 
Diſcourſes. 


—— —__ 


4 NCR 


ARES: 7 Pb 04” > DE a 


+ 25 Met. da O 9 Mt = 


EI AAR; A 
FY a 


— 


ARSE AGRI ARYL og Cr TS eG 


Mix 25 ASH SYS SILSS SAY >a A 


tO yes oe "OR 


ter 


FO AT OW ES: a OT IR hu 


CT nl hom 


r 


B TIRE? oP EX 


; put any real or ſi 


A DISCOURSE ou the EUCHARI 


Oncerning the Preſence of Chriſt's Boay and Blood in the 
( Eucharilt, there are Four chef Opinzons among Chri- 


{tians. 


: The #78, That it is Preſent to the Worthy or Faithful Re- 
: eclver, 1n all the Z#fjicacy and Benefits thereof ( either as it ſaf- 
; fera, or. was rats'd again) by a communication to us of Chrilt's , 7;rtual 


IT. 


Forr Pr m- 
capal Opint- 
075 CONCCrn- 
mg the Eu- 
chart. 


SI; 


Frr1t, whereby we are vivihicated,.united, and incorporated into Preſence, 


ful Recetyer of the conſecrated Re of his Body. 
The Second Opinion goes 


' him. Z? nullus hic miraculo dandus locus eft cum ſciamus qua ra- 
tone ChriſtusCana ſuc adſit umirum Spritu vivificanteſpiritualiter 
| @ efficaciter, ---ut ipſius aruinitas poſſit nos vivificare fy in nobis 
| habitare, oportuit corpus ip/ius pro nobis fraugi in Cruce, &c. at- 

' gue hanc frattionem oy effuſtonem fide a nobis appreher i, ut hac 
t- | fide mn/it1 corpori iþ/tus, caro ipſius, ſanguis ipſius effetti, poſ/imus 
fieri participes juſtitiz ty vita ip/tus, atque ita aternum domicilt- 
am druinitatis.--—Spiritus ſanttus nos cum Chriſto conjungens, etiam 
longi(/ime diſtantia ſecundum locum copulat multo arttius fy propius 
' Guam in uno loco + conjunguntur. This opinion ieems not to 
| /tantial Preſence of Chriſt's very Body and Blood 
' 1nthe Euchariſt, or worthy Receiver, but a real par/zcipariou of 
all the benefits thereof, by his Spiri* communicated to the faith- 


eyond this, or at leaſt ſeems ſo (« 
(for I muſt confeſs I do not well underſtand it, and we ſhall look 2. Rea/Pre.. 
more into it anon-) and affirms a rea/ Preſence of Chrilts Body, ſence, a/igus. 
not only in its verzue, but 1n 1ts very ſub/tance ; but in thts, not 72990. 
after a natural or carnal, but ſpiritual, manner; not to a/l, but 


only to the worthy Receivers. 7o them, (7.e.) to their Souls and 


Sprrits, by the ſuſception of Faizh, and not to their Mouth or 
their Body. Again, to them, but not to the ſymbols at all ; or if 

ſenſe to theſe ( as Mr. Hooker, /. 5. ſ. 67. ſaith, they re- 
ally exh1bit , but not contarn in them, that which w7h, or by, 


in ſome 


them God beſtoweth ), yet not anze aſum, or before the a 
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bilis eſt a ſteno ſus veritas, non valde pugnarem. F. ** Ia anſwer | 
daiftum eſe, ut | 


terre ſpatio diffutas ac rimotas in tanta locorum diſlantia non tantum | 
conjang, ſed wiri, ut alimentum perciptant auima ex carne Chri{ti. x 


Ss 0 

See the place in him,--Porro de modo fa quis me. interraget, fateri% ;; 
non puacbit, ſublimius: efje arcanum, quam ut vel meo ingenio com- 4, 
ehendi, vel enarrari verbis queat. 1 cannot but ask here (tho / 


{ digrets ), ſeeing this great Door of tlie Reformation in _ | 
, a good} 
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A Diſcourſe on the EVCHARIST, 


a.good mood, what if any ſhould ſay, Chrifts Body, preſently after 
Conſecrattion, is . with the Symbols after the ſame mexplicative and 
miraculous manner , as he makes it with the Soul, and ſo toge- 
ther with them 1s recewv'd from the Prieſt ? (See what he himlelf 
ſaith favourable to this, 1n that place quoted before,----S? 774 


* ſenſum ſunm, 5c. -= mnſeperabilts eFt a ſigno [uo yeritas,----And 


Sacrament! imtegritas, guam violare torus mun- 
dus non poteFt, carnem & ſangumem Chriſti non minus were dart 
mndignis, quam elettis Dei fidelibus : ſimul tamen verum et, now 
ſecus atque pluvia ſuper duram rupem decidens, effluit, gy. And 
before, Aliud est Ars, aliud recipi,--- I ask, Are the Bread and 
Chrift's Body ofter'd apart? Why not together ? And if they be 
together when Offer'd, why not together before ? ) What can he 
reply from any argument of Serſe or Reaſon againſt it? Will he 
plead a poſlibility of Chrii?'s Boay being really vreſent to one 
definite ſubſtance 1n ſuch a place ( namely, the Soul); and an im- 
poſſibility of 1ts preſence to another ſubſtance , the Bread or 
Hine? Or, hinielf thus granting it in general preſent after an 
inexplicative or inconcetvable manner ; _— other ſhould name 
ſome particular way unexplicative (7. e. fully: 


S. 33. Arque hac e 


), how can he poſ- 
ſibly diſprove it by any way of Peaſon, ſince he grants -this 
matter above it (now tis ron y him above 1t, becauſe 
implying in it ſomething which to Reaſon ſeems, but which 
7s not contradiftory ) but only by God's Word and plain Reve- 
lation ? As for example, If he can ſhew the Scriptures ſome- 
where to ſay, That Chrii#'s Body is there preſent, but not jnin'd 
avith the Signs. 


7 T might add to theſe of Calvin, the Confeſſion of Zeza and 


© others, when they were deſirous to accord the matter with the 


Lutherans (which you will find quoted by Bilhop Forbes, £u74. 
L1.c.1. ſ.13. related by Heſpin. HF. Sacram. parte altera, p. 251. 
Fatemur in C.cua Domini non modo omnia. Chriiti beneficia, ſed 
ipſam etiam Filii Hominis ſubſtantiam, iþſam mquit veram Car- 
nem, (xc. & verum illum ſanguiem quem fudit pro 1061s non 
Jiemficari duntaxat, aut\ſymbolice, typice, propont. tanquam abvſen- 
t1s memoriam , ſedvere ac certo repreſentari, exhiberi 7y applicanda 
offerri, adjun#tis ſymbolis minime nudis, ſed que ( quod ad Deum 
ipſum promittentem oy offerentem atimet ) ſempcr rem pam vere 
ac certo conjunftam habeant, ſve fideibus, ſtve mfidelibas proponan- 
ur. Fam vera modum lum quo res ipſa, (4.6.) verum Corpus As 4.5 

2 4 malt 's 
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ſanguis Domini cum ſymbolis copulatur , dicimus efſe ſymbolicar, © 
free ſacramentalem, ſacramentalem autem modum vocamus, non qut | 


it figurativus duntaxat, ſed qui vere & certo ſub ſpecte rerum vi- | : 


fivthum repraſentet quod Dens cum fymbolis exhibet & offert * 


nempe (qld paulo ante diximus) verum corpus -& ſanguinem | 
Chriſti :-ut appareat nos ip/tus corports Gy ſanguints Chriſti praſen- 
tiam in cana retinere oy defendere, oy ſi quid nobis cum vere pits | 


& doftis fratribus controver/ia eft, non de re ipſa, ſed de praſentic 
modo duntaxat, gui ſoli Deo coghitus et, oy a mobis creditur, d:- 


ſceptare &. Hold they not here the | proagre of —_ _ : 
. 677. jet. affirms even of : 


cum ſymbolis? Laſtly Mr. Hooker, x. 


"BE ni 


the Sacramentaries and the (lf opinion, that thoſe who read ' 


their books, ſhall find; that t 


ey grant the holy myſteries inſtru- | 


mentally both to make us partakers of that grace of that body and | 
blood which was given for the life of the world ; and beſides alfo | 


to impart unto us in 777 and real, tho 2yftical, manner, the very 


Perſon of our Lord himſelf, whole, perfe?, and entire. Thus + 
much now of the fecond opinion, to which I ſhall return by and | 


CORE» The 3&. op;nion goes yet farther than the ſecond, and (moved . 


3. Real pre- by 
ence with Epiſt. ad Argentmenſes acknowledges fe valde propenſum fuiſ/e in 
#he ' ſymbols «ap ſententiam, gue in Enuchariftia nil prater panem agnoſcit , 


the expreſſions partly of Scriptures, [tis ſaid that Luther | 


by Conſub. & conatum totis viribus ' hoc afſerere, ſed non. potuifſe ſatisfacere 
antiation. S:rriptaris gu contra objrerebantar,| comparing Matt. 26. 26. and 


T Cor. IT. 24. (c with 1 Cor. I1. 26, 27. | eateth this bread, | 
partly allo of the Fathers, who many times alſo call it' bread after 
con{ecration,) athrms a rea/ preſence of Chriſt's body with or under 


the /zens; meaning by them, the ſab/ances of the bread and wine | 


ft1}] remaining after conſecration. Making (if we take the mode- 
rateſt ſtating thereof ; for ſee what Caf hah 

uotes MelanFhom and ſome others, at ſame time before the re- 
formed opinion, to have held ; Aferimmns cum Chriſto Domino 


er conſult. art. top. 81. 


corpus Chriſti now modo efje mn, cum, tub pane, ſed guod pants fit cor- * 
pus Chriſta ipſum , wtague unum cnm rpſo pradicatione ideniica ;) | 


the meaning of |/hoc e/t corpus menm| to be, not hic pants manens 
adhuc pants, ipſe etiam- ell corpus menm; but, hoc, quod contmetur 
fab pane conſecrato, eſt m_ meum : making the article | hoc | ſup- 


ponere confieſe (to ule Bellarmm's termes) pro eo quod contmetur ſub ' 


EEE i” 


pane ; as the 4h opmion makes 1t ſupponere confuſe, pro eo quod con- | 


tmmetur ſub ſpeciebus: and to ſhew the underſtanding of thoſe 


words | 


DV Je8: 
[ 
s £6 


LY 
J> © 
MEISE 


that tho it 1s #b:que, yet non poſſe 'ubique capt, ſed ſolum in care 


or all that1s. any way to be percerved by fight or any other ſenſe, the ſymbols; 
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words [ Foc eft corpus meum| after this manner to be very proper, 
they exemplity in ſome like ordinary phraſes. So, de dolio vint re- 
fe dicimus, hoc eft vinum, ſpeaking only of the thing contained; 
ſo, de marſupio pleno —_— reete aicitnr, ha ſunt pecumea : ſo, de- 
monſtrando veſtes ſub guibus eft Petrus, we 1ay, hoc, or hic eſt Pe- 
trus. Nam abſtrahentium non eſt menaacinm. 

Now ſome hold this conjunchon of Chriſt's body with the ele- 
ments ante uſum 1m menſa, preſently after conſecration ; others 
(perhaps the better to avoid pretences of adorazion, or of reſerua- 
Zion of the Sacrament) only in the «ſe and a of receiving 7 ore 
fidelium. Again ſome (to make this preſence ſeem more certain, 
and more conce1vable) holding an #b:qx:7y of Chriſt's body ; not 
only a preſence then and zhere, but always every where, by reaſon 
of its hypoltatical union to the ubiquitary Dezzy ; only (leſt we 
may ſay, we 'receive it as well (zhen) in all other bread) ſtating, 


guam Chriftus ad hot mftituir. 


The fourth opmion yet tranſcends this ( except in the point of $. TY. 
ubiquity,) and affirms the rea/ preſence of Chriit's body wth, or 4. Real pre: 
macr the ſigns, meaning by them only the accidents, or properties, ſence with 


of the bread and the wine; which accidents they aftirm {till to re- by 7ranſub: 

main, but holding from the molt proper ſenſe (as to them ſeems) /antiatiwe. 

of the ſolemn words of the Inſtitution, Foc eft _— meum &c, 

a Converſion of the ſab/tance of them ifito the boy and blood of 

our Saviour ; comver/to totins ſubſtaritie : Conc. Trid. ſefſ. 13. 4. c. 

Which ſeems to be ſo puntQtually expreſſed, becauſe ( of thoſe who 

all held Chrilt's corpora/ preſence) ſome there were, that held the 

{ubſtantial for of bread changed, hut not the matter ; others the 

watter, but not the form: others again that held no total ſubſtan- 

tial converſion of the bread at all, but an zmpanarion or hypoltatical 

union of Chriſt with the lread, whereby it became his body, ( cor- 

pus Chriſti non carneum but panacenm, ) {uch as there was with the 

humane nature in his incarnation ; ſaying, panem 4 CONE 

corpus fuum, non mutando vel deſtruendo panem, ſed aſjumendo ad per- 

ſonam ſuam. Now this convertion of the ſubſtance was thought 

fit in latter times to be expreſled by the word Tranſubſtantiaton, 

as a diminutive to conver/zn. For whereas converlion of the 

bread might be underſtood either of it with all its properzzes and. 

accidents, or only of the ſubſtance theregf, and not of - reſt, 
UNENE>- 


6G A Diſcourſe onche ENCH ARIST. 
therefore to expreſs this diſtinQively, the word Tranſub/tantiation 
was uſed. Primi anthores hujus ſententie finxerunt conver/tonem 
phyſicam ſimplicem panis gy vmi in corpus oy ſangumem Chriſtt,quam 
Poſteriores Romani &y Scholaſtic defendere ut poſſint, manentivus 
accidentibus panis oy vini, commenti ſunt wreciar ſeu Tranſubſtau- 


7iationem. Calp. Peucerus h1i/. pag. 527. Compare with Tranfub- * * 


{tantiation that exprellion of the Greeks in their anſwer to C/au- 
dins Cardinal of Guiſe : | Credimus panem in Chriſt: corpus &c 1a 
mutari, ut neque paiiis neque ſubſtantia ihſins accidentia maneant, 
ſedin divinam ſubſtantiam tranſelemententur, | and Tranſubſtantt- 
ation ſaith the leaſt of the two. But here note, that tho Coun- 
cils have defined a converſion of the whole ſubſtance, yet ſince 
ſuch a converſion there may be many ſeveral ways, RM: 


manner they have no way determined, and the Fomar Doctors 
remain 1n their _—_— divided. Fatemur, ſaith Dr. Holden 
de reſol. fid. 2.1.4.C. 


lis modum nos penitus latere &c. and Be/lar. in his recognit. hh. 


Euchar. after his diſcourling of converſion adduftive and produ: ' 
Eive #7, concludes : ----Quicguid /it de moars loguend:, ilud te- + 


nendum eſt, conver/ronem pants fy vii im corpus oo ſanguinem Do- 
mini efje ſubſtantialem, ſed arcanam, wy ne fbilers ( nullis natu- 
rahbus converſunibus per omnia ſinuſem &c. Whilſt the 7hird 
opinion therefore interprets our Saviour's words of the Inſtitu. 
tion thus, Fic panis continet ſub ſe corpus meum , or, hoc guod 
continetur ſub pane eff corpus meum; the 4h laith, Fic panis per 
conver/tonem et, or fit, corpus meum , or, boc quod continetur ſub 


ſpecie pauis ef corpus meum : the one holding the ſubſtance of | 


the bread to-be 7ran/terg, the other permanent. 


\ V. But firſt here noze, rt. That both this 7hzr4and fourth opinion 


©Obſervati- hold an oral reception, by all communicants, even the unworthy, . 


Ps 70UCDIN8 (according to 1 Cor. 11.27,29.) of the very body and blood of 

Zheſe opmi- Chriſt, tho by the laſt not at all to their benefit, but greater con- 

ONS. demnation. Which 1 note here, to ſhew that no complaint upon 

Obf. I. this account can be raiſed againſt the fourth opinion, which may 
not be as juſtly againſt the 7hzrd. 


& VT. 2. Note 21y , concerning the 47h opinion, that tho it makes the 7 


Obl. 2. whole compo/itum ex materia ty forma to be changed, yet not fo 


Ll the whole ageregatum ex ſubjedfo & accidente; and tho it makes | 
| the . 


ee thole ; 
Q\reckon'd up in Field Append. to 3. /ib.17. cap.) the particular | 


bujuſmodi ſupernaturalis {corver/tonis ſubſtantia- | 
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the thing ſignified really preſent, yet it (as well as the other opini-. 


ons) allows a ſign not only of the inward grace and ſpiritual nou- 


r1ſhment of the ſoul obtained thereby, bur alfo' of Chriſt's body re- 


maining after conſecration diſtin from the thing ſignified ; name- 


| ly, allthatofthe bread and wine which 1s perceived by ſenſe. 


But fo, that under this fign 1s contained the thing ſignified, it be- 


ing figura non nuaa, ſed veritati ſue ty ſubſtantie conjuntta, ſienum: 
ret praſentis, ſed ret muiſibilts (leſt any ſhould think the ſign need- 


leis.) Hence the Church-hymn, allow'd and recommended by 


Dr. Tayhr,p. 331. Sub duabus ſpeciebns. fignts tantum gy non rebus, 
: latent res eximis, Conc. Trid. 13.ſeſſ: 3.c. ſaith, Hoc efſe commu-. 
' ne Euchariſtie cum alits Sacramentis, ut fit [ymbolum ret jacre, ty 
 wifibilis forma muiſibilis gratie, by which forma vi/tbils (as Bell. ex- 
: pon it 4. /. 6. c.) 1s. meant the ſpeczes of the elements, not the 
' bodyof Chriſt. So Bel. Euchar. 2.1. 15. c. Etiam poft conſecrati-- 
onem ſpecies panis fy vini ſunt ſjgna corports ty ſangumrs Chriſti, ibs 


revera exiſtentium-: and 3. 1. 22.c. Accidentia remanent, quia ft eti- 
am accidentia abeſſent, nullum eſjet in Euchariſtia ſienum ſenſibile ; 


' proinde nullum'efſet Sacramentum. So Eſtins: Euchariſtia conſtat ex 


pane tanquam materia quadam, partim tranſeante,partim remanente ; 
tranſeunte quidem ſecundum lubſtlantiam, remanente vero ſecundum 
accidentia, mm quibus tota ſubſtantie vis & operatio nthilominus perſe-. 
verat. Hence they allow of that exprefſion of /renaus, where he 
faith; Zuchariſtiam ex duabus rebus, terrena fy celeſti compoſitam 


eſſe: and S. Gregory's ; {n hoc myſterio ſumma imis fociari, terrena.. 


| Celeftibus jungi ; unum'ex viſtbilibus Cy moſthiſtbus Fiert: 


2, Nay further they allow, that theſe appurtenances of bread: 
mayhave in ſome ſenſe(in reference to former matter contained un-- 


' der them, and in as much as {ſhll /ub/tantio ip/aus ommem operationem 


retinent,) and have often had, the vame of the ſubſtance, granting 


* them to be called ſo after conſecration by the Fathers, (hence they 


reject not that expreſſion of St. Auſtin, Panem conſumi comedendo,) 


. by the Apoſtle, x Cyr. 11. 26, 27 ;, navy, by our Saviour, Mat. 26. 29. 


Mar. 14.25. Of theſe fjzns they predicate many things, which. 
they allow by no means to be {aid of Chriſt's body ; and ordinarily 
the ſame things of theſe accidents of bread, which the 34. opinion. 


- ſaithof the /ub/tance: See Blondel acknowledging this p. 215. 1o- 
© ſapere, dijgeri, nutrire, comfortare corporattter &c they apply to theſe 
; accidents, te 8 /mgulari mracalo tam operationes pants. Ce 


uam proprietates ſubſiftere &y conſervari abſque natura. And. to 
heodoret and ſome other Fathers, thar ſay, after conſecration. the ; 
Walars.; 


7 
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_wathre of Bread remains, they grant thus far, naturales vires gy 
proprietates remanere, and think this ſufficiently, clears the Fa- | ' 
thers meaning. Now what 1s this but 7anzum non to affirm cop. _ . 
[ebftantiation , and cloſe 1n with the 34. one (which me- - J 
thinks much reflc&s upon thoſe who, very charitable to the one, 
maintain ſo great a feud againſt the o7her ). So frang! dentibus, 


digeri, comburt, rodi a brutis animalibus, and whatever other , © 
things may be nam'd ( C_— only thoſe attributes which in- _ ? 
dicate-the preſence of Chriit's Body 70 or wth the ſpecres, whillt | 
miegre) all, or at leaſt the more modeſt of them (no Council * ? 
having decided any thing 1n this matter) apply only to the | © 
accidents, not to Chriit's Body. Bellarmin ( who, bolder than ©: © 
ſome others, uſeth ſome expreſſions of Chriſt's Body. being ca-  / 
pable of ſuch things per accidens, improprie, im ſpecie altena) _ © 
{aith, Chri/tus vere m Sacramento. exiſtit, ſed nullo modo Iedi po- 1 P 
tet, non cadit in terram, non” teritur, non roditur, non putreſcit, + f 
non crematnr, illa enim m ſpeciebus iftis recipiuntur, ſed Chriftum ' 
non afficiunt ; licet ſpecies ipſee fint conjungie cum Chrifto, Euch. 
]. 2. c. 10. and the concluſion of that Chapter 15.7 m_— ſpe- © 
cie Chriftus bac pati non poteff. And good reaſon to ſay this, t] 
becauſe theſe accrdents are held ad ſuppo/itum. Chrifti non perti. V 
ere, neque in illo mharere ; fee Eitins Sent. 4. Dit. 9, Se. 3, V 
Ob. 4. and Biſhop Forbes de Zuch. l. 1. c. 4. ſ. 9. Nowin athrm- , ® 
10g of Chrilt's Preſence to them 1n ſome abuſes of theſe Signs, - ** 
( tho ſince his Body is voluntarily preſent, & /ine ulla ſui Leſione ©! 
definit efje, ſicut ante conſecrationem ibi non erat, whether it may | © 
not2n, fuch: caſes: be withdrawn, I think none can fay, and ' tl! 
the Roman Doors are divided about it. See Forb. Each. 1:1. 
C. 4+ /. 9. Blom. p. 212. yet) I lee no | > cauſe of offence, ſince: | < 
as the Cardinal well ſaith in the ſame Chapter, zpſa diumtas gle 
noune ubique elf praſens, > tamen non | ardelie in ; TOR nou ® 
crematur im. flammis, nec putreſcit in putreſcentibus rebus. ” 
3 3 Again, as.theſe ſpeczes are acknowledged by them Signs of he 


the Body, in one ſente preſent, ſo of the Body in another ac- 
ception, or mode not preſent ; namely a Memorial of the Body | 

and Blood of Chriſt, as it was broken and ſhed upon the Crols, ' Co 
Signa corporis Chriſti ut ſacramentafter praſentis ; oy ſigna Cor- Jy 
pores Chriiti ut i cruce immolati. 'Thus they ;are called a Me- | :* 
morial or a Repreſentation of the Paſſion, in-the, Scripture-phraſe; | 

ſee 1 Cor. 11. 25, 26..and therefore may be alſo, 1n the Church's. D: 


In which reſpec alſo the Fourth Opinion allows the name of | 
1ype © 
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7ype, antitype, ſumilitude, figure, 5. not only before,but after Conſe- 
\ cration Proper to them. Yereres guando hac ſacramentum dicnt 
' fienum eſſe oy figuram, non nezant ihi efje verum Chriſti corpus, 
- fed mtelligunt nou bt efſg in propria ſpecie, ſc. ut converſuns in 


mundo, patiens in cruce. Nay yet farther they ſay, ipſum corpus 


' & Jangurs- Domint , ut ſunt ſub illis ſpeciebus, ſigna ſunt ejuſdem 


w_ "Os 


corports &y ſanguints ut fuerunt in cruce. For En:hariftiam ( take 
1t tor the /agnum gy /ignatum, which /ienatum is inviſible in the Eu. 
chariſt, both together ) they hold to be /i2num, ſymbolum, + Ho 
tatiouem, memoriale, typum, xc. mortts ſeu paſſionis Chri$t1 ; ſeu 
carnis &y ſanguinis, ut illa ſuffixa, ille effuſus et viſibiliter in cru- 


; ce . For Corpus Chrifti ut ſub ſpeciebus pants (being dem guoad 


ſub5tantiam, but not idem quoad qualitatem, nor eo modo in Eu- 


' chariitia quo fuit in cruce) non et were, ſed repreſentatfue Cor- 


as in cruce. And this it 1s alſo by reaſon of the vilible ſpeczes, 


| fince it ſelf not percezvable cannot be repreſentative. 


SN 


4 And this which they ſay here, methinks, ſeems not 
unreaſonable ( by which alſo they accord many ſayings ot 
the Fathers, which elſe would contradi& what the fame Fa- 
thers ſay in other places, which Dr. 7ayhr, p. 311. pafleth over 
with ſaying, 'tis their fault or forgerfuleſs) notwithſtanding 
what Dr. rt hath ſaid againſt it, p. 317, &x. where he firlt 


; urgeth, that zdem non eff /imile. —_ but tho theſe are ſuppos'd 
F4 


zdem 10 ſubſtance, yet in all the gualities and modifications there- 


of, as Dr. 7 ay/or himſelf grants, p. 20. the ſame Boay to be crucified 


| and eaten in ſeveral manners of being. And what more ordinary 
- than fora Body or Man at one time to bE ſaid to be /te or an- 
' like what he was at ſome other time ? Secondly, If I well un- 


z. 


derſtand him, he urges the abſurdity of making an z2v//ible and 
£lorified Body, the /ign of a viſible and humbled. Reſp. But they 
making the Bod , as in the Euchariſt, a /iz2 or repreſentment of 


' It as upon the Croſs, do not divide or abſtra&t it from the /pe- 


cies of Bread, as he doth; ( for indeed how can a thing 7v/avlc 
be a_/i2n in reſpe4 of Men, who diſcern all by their Senles ; 
and indeed none can know when ſuch a /#2# 1s, or 1s not), but ſay, 


+ Corpus, as Sacramentally preſent, ſab 71/5 ſpecrebus, 1s a ſign Or 
ſymbol of it, as it was once upon the Croſs. Secondly, "Tho they 


* ſay the Body in the Sacrament 1s the ſame with that g/or7fiea, yet 1s 
- 1t not 1n the Sacrament, but _ in Heaven, as g/orrfied ; ice 


| Dr. Tayhbr, p. 20. Now, I ſay, w 


y not as well the manner 1e- 


Crols ? 


veral from what it is iv Heaven, as from what it was on the 
| C 
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Croſs? But however this be concerning the Body of Chriſt be. | 
ing a type, figure, or ſymbol of 27 feff; I think the fourth Opr. 
1: is no more neceſlitated, in anſwer to the Fathers, to affirm | 
any ſuch thing, than the ſecond or the 7hrrd; ſince theſe exprel- : 
{ions of the Fathers are in ſhew arguments (and are fo uſed 
by the j7/t Opinion) againft the Real Preſence of Chrilt's _ 
in the Sacrament | ſee Dr. Tayhr, p. 319. The Sacramental Boay 
ts a figure and type of the Real |, which Real Preſence both the . 
2. and 3d. Opinions maintain. And if here you ſay, they are good | 
arguments againſt rea/ Preſence with the $275, but not with the * 
Receryer ; This ſeems to me to be faid gratzs, and without rea- 
ſon, ſince the rea/ Foay 1s no.leſs invilible, if with the Szgns, 
than if with the Recezver only ; and we uſually ſay, that ſome- | 
thing we lee, 1s a Sign of the Preſence of another thing -we ſee 
not, tho they be both together ; as Breathing is a Sign of Life, 
Smoke of Fire preſent, tho not ſeen : the ſame may be ſaid of | 
Sinulitude; as a Vizard, reſembling a Face, may be truly faid ' 
a Similitude, when the Face 1s wr It. 

5- But 1f the 29. and 7h7rd Opinions, notwithſtanding that both ' 


of them hold Chriſt's Body rea/ly preſent 1n the Euchariſt, ordi- 
nartly {ay of the Bread and Wine, that they are Signs and Fi- 
gures, both of the Body as zher preſent, and alſo of it as it was. 
formerly on the Croſs ; and thus fatisfy the Fathers (tho the 


fir Opinion denies they fatisfie them ); the ſame thing faith 


the forrzh Opinion of the ſpeczes of the Bread and Wine, re- 
mainmg, that they arc ſymbols, figures, gy. which ſpecies they 
alffrm /1ngu/ar; mira to have, as all the operations and. pro- 1 
pricties, ſo much more all the ſignifications of the Bread and ' 
Wine. And becauſe Dr. 7ayhr inftanceth in ſome ſayings of 
St. AuFtin, of the Sacrament being /jznum Corporis, &yc. to which | 
he difalloweth their anſwers, and faith, p. 310. 7 hat 2 7s jo evi- 
dent, that that Father was a ProteFtant in this Article, that it 
were a $Irange boldneſs ts deny it ; and upon equal terms no man's. 
mind im the world can be known : Yet things, I believe, out of 
that Father will not be 1o clear for his fide, as 1s pretended, if | 
firſt he wall grant, that Sr. Auftin held (as much as hinifelf. 
doth, or at leaſt as others of the ſecond Opinion) Real Preſence ; 
and ſecondly, 1t ſuch expreſſions ( as theſe which follow in St. 
Aduitin will prove, that he held this real Preſence of Chriſt's | 
Body with the el/cments or ſigns; namely, that ſaying Conf. I. 9. _ 
E. 13. 7autum memoriam ſu1 ad altare tuum fieri deſuderauit ; unde 

| &x 
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ſex quo altari] ſczre? diſpenſari vittimam ſanfam, gua deletum ef 


ehirographum quod erat con!rarium nobts, gua trinumphatus et hoſtis 
&c. and that ſaying Conf. 9. /. 12.c. where he faith of the conſe- 
crated elements or Euchariſt, cum offeretur pro ea, poſiro cadavere 
juxta ſepulchrum, ſacrificium pretii noſtri :--- which he 1aith of the 
Euchariſt before communicating, but ſurely would not ſay but of 
Chriſt's body, not of bare bread. And that ſaying contra adverſa- 
rium Legis & Prophet. 2.1. 9.c. where writing againſt an Heretick 
that denied, and urged many abſurditzes in the Old Teſtament, he 
faith, Eat plane ite retro cam ſuis ſimuibus fociis, gui dixerunt, 


' Durus e#t hic ſermo, &c. Jo. 6. Nos autem audiamus fy mtelliea- 
- mus duo Teſtamenta im duobus filiis Abrahe &c. ---Sicut Hed:a- 


torem Dei fy hominum, hominem Chriſium Feſum adantem carnem 
ſuam nobis manducandam, ſangumempue biyendum fidelt corde atgue 


- ore ſuſcipimus, quamus horrubilins Vvideatur, humanam carnem 


manducare, quam permere, oy humanum ſanguinem potare, quam 


Fundere. Andelfſewhere; Aahuc in Sacramento ſpes et, guo m hoc 


tempore ( 7.e. ll the day of judgment) conſociatur Eccle/ta, quamain 
bibitur guod de Chriſti latere manavit. --- Contra Fauſtum 12.1. 20. 


Cc. See the places quoted p. concerning Chrif#'s body received 


alſo by the w:cked.--- Laſtly, that _—_ mn comment. Pſal. 98. (with 
the Reformed, 99.) upon thoſe words 5. ver. Adorate {cabellum 
ejus, which we tranſlate, Worſhip at his footſtool, where alluding 
to terra ſcabellum pedum meorum, Ia. 66. he goes on ; ruento , 
guomodo ſme 1mpietate aaoretur terra ſrabellum pedum eqns, ſuſce- 
p1t enim | Chrittus | de terra terram ;, quia caro de terra et, fy de 
carne Mariz accepit. carnem ; oy quia in Ek carne hic ambulauit. 
ipſam carnem jam manaucandam nobis ad ſalutem dedit, nemo autem 
caruem lam manaucat, niſi prius adorauerit, inventum e$t quem- 
admodum adyretur tale ſcabel/um pedum Domint ;, ut non ſolum non 
peccemnus adyrando , ſed non adorando peccemus. | Which matter 
ſome think he borrowed from S. Ambroſe upon the ſame Plalm 
and text de Sprritn Sant?o, 3.1. 12.C. Adorate ſcabelinm pedum cus. 
Ttaque per ſcabellum terra imtelligitur- per terram autem cars 
Chriſti, quam hodie quogue in myſteriis adoramus, ty guam Apoitolt 
mn Domino Jeſu adorarunt. | Like to this are many other 1ayings 
of S. Auſtin. Pſal. 48.33. ---21. And Fp. 12c. ad Fonorat. 27. C. 
expounding that in 21. Pſal. 29. v. - Manducaterunt &y adoraye- 
runt omnes droites terre, he laith, &y zp/t | divites | iper drutes 
terre, faith he before, hoc loco ſuperbi intelligend! ſunt,) addutts 
ſunt ad menſam Domini, fy accipiunt de corpore ty ſangume Ie, 

| CG 2 {ec 
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fed adorant tantum: non etiam ſaturantur, (alluding to 26. v. edent | 


pauperes , 1.e. humiles, ſaith he, gy» ſaturabuntur, ) 'quia nom imr- 


tantur. Here he ſaith, the wicked do adorare that which they. | 


receive de menſa Domini ; but tis certain they may not adore any 
thingelſe, however conſecrated or ſanaified, or whatever it re- 
preſent, but only the real body and blood of Chrilt. | But of 4 
doration more fully afterward.] In which ſayings of his we find 
the real body of Chriſt zu menſa, in altari, m ore manducantium, 


(not only zn corde,) in the oblation (which was before communi- © 


cating) adored belore manducation ; and therefore I think tis 
plain, as S. AuFin held with the ſecond opinion the real preſence 
of Chyg{t, fo with the 34 and 47h opinion the real preſence 7: 
menſa or Altari with the elements, or the -{igns. Now, I ſay, 
1t theſe two things be granted once, FE do not ſee what thing 
that Father can fay in any place, of the bread and wine being 
{ymbols, figures, FA 

was crucified, 9, which thing the 475 opinion may not ſay of 


the ſpecies of the bread or wine being ſo. Thus much of the 24 


note, that the 47h opinion, as well as the other, after conſecra- 
tion makes a /zz# remaining, and diſhn& from the 7hmeg lignt- 
fied, of which /z2s many things are predicated, which cannot 
be ſo of Chrilt's 9297. p 


3. Note 3/y, in comparng the two laſt opinions together, Thar 
ſome ar leaſt of the defenders of the 4h opinion reject the 7hird 
as contrary to the Scripture and reaſon, by ſuppoling a ſenſe in 
it, which the 7h:rd, I mean the moderater party thereof, doth not 
own; whereas, their ſenſe well underſtood, their difference 
{cems not ſo great. For thus Pe/larm. de Enchar. 3.1. 19.C. ar- 
gues again{t -1t : Fic panis triticens non e&ft corpus Domint, (but 
who 1s there faith it 1s? ) fiert enim non poteſt, ut una res non mu- 
tetur, & tamen fiat alia, efſet enim rpya, &y non efjet pla: but at 
Iaft, when he takes into confideration the inſtance whereby the 
third opinion explains 1t ſelf; that, as of a barrel of wine we ſay, 
Foc eft winum; lo we ay not of the bread, but that contained 


under it, 7oc ef corpus Domin, (even as the fourth opinion ſaith, 


toc et corpus Domini, of that which 1s contained under the 
{ſpecies of bread.) He harh little to ſay againſt their tenent, in. 
reſpect of the expreſſion of Scripture, or evidence of reaſon, his. 
arguments from which (3. /. 22. c.) ſeem of little moment, but 
{ ſee the end of 19. c.) flies to this ward; /icet in verbis Domint 


ef/ct 


>:, of Chriſt's paſ/zon, or of Chriſt's boay that. * 
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efſet aligqua ambiguitas, tamen ſublata eſt per multa Conciha Eccle- 


* fre fy conſenſun Patrum. And {o do many. of the Schoolmen ; ſee 


the quotations 1n Z£/ondel de Euchar. 12. c4þ. and cocerning this 
propoſition, Porur/e Deum efficere ut in" Sacramento vere adeſſet 
corpus Chriſti cum pane, fy /z hoc feciffet myſterium, futurum fuiſ/e 
factlius Gy minus miraculorum in ſe contimens. Bellarmin faith, 
Aligui negant, ali: concedunt ; 1s ad fidem non pertinet , (1.6. of 
the poſſibility of this,) wegue de eo oft nobis cum hareticis contro- 
zerſia. de Enchar. 3.1. 23. c. 

2. ﬀIndeed the difference is not much, when as one ſaith, hoc 
ef? corpus meum guod contmetur ſub accidentibus pants ;, the other, 


' hoc quod continetur ſub ſub/tantia pants, (of which the former men 


"8. 


grant a poſtibility ;) and when as the fourth opinion. denies panis 
to remain after conſecration, not becauſe _ Domini cannot 


poſſibly be ſub pane, which the third opinion affirms, but becauſe 


” panis cannot be corpus Domm:, in which the hird opinion a- 


grees with them : yet corpus Domin: [ih pane, the fourth opinion 
adnuts not, the better to accord with Antiquity, who afhrm the 
bread conſecrated to be, to be aa, to be changed into,Chrilt's be- 
dy, which mutation of it into another, they think cannot conſiſt 
with 1ts being the ſame as 1t was before ; be the bread remain- 
ing as formerly, only Chriit's body now 47h, or under 1t, tho it; 
may be thought to ſuit well with the words of 7n/?:7ution, yet 
they cancetve agrees not ſo well with thoſe expretſions of the. 
Fathers ; this interpretation arguing a change indeed about the 
bread, but not a change indeed of the bread : and perhaps h 
may ſay, to follow the cloſer the words of /n/t:tu770n, of which, 


' tho the Lutheran ſenſe be not 1mproper, as i» ſhewed in the for- 


mer inſtances, yet the ſenſe that the f62r 75 opinion gives of them, 
tho perhaps encountring moie vlihicultics, icems more Proper ;. 
whillt in it the article Zo no way includes or involves any 0-- 
ther ſubſtance beſides corpus mem. As we may lay, it would al- 
ſo be yet more proper , if the article Zoc no way 1nvdlved any. 
foreign accidents, (as in the ſenſe of the fourth opinion 1t doth, }- 
but thoſe belonging to our Saviour's body. So, to lay 4or oft ve- 
Num, is more proper when tis covered with no other ſubſlance or: 
accidents but its own, than when tis {aid ſo of it hid within a bar- 
rel or other velle], 

Thus much of the diſtance between the 74rd and forth o-. 
pinion. As for ſome incommodious explications and expretlions, 


uſed by ſome of the 74ird opinion; as that of the ab79u7y _—_ 
lan- 


ks 


"i 


$ VILL 
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If 
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Manhood by reaſon of its union with the Deity, with which the 


Lutheran opinion hath no need to defend its felt againſt the Tran- 


ſubſtantialiſt, who grants a poſſibility of Chriſt's bodily preſence; ! 
and that, of the bread's being properly called Chrilt's 409 in the : 


words of Inſtitution, from the- bread's heing united with 1t, be- 
cauſe the Son of God is properly called »2an from the union of the 
Humanity and Deity in the perlon of Chriſt; as they are liable to 
much exception, fo are they unneceſlary, lince the zhird opinion is 


Juitifiable without them. 


4. Obſerve in the 4h place, concerning the laſt opin1ons ; that, 
for the manner of Chriſt's real preſence with the ſigns, they are 
not ſo groſs as ſome apprehend, or repreſent them : for they both - 

448 not to be there phy/ica or focal: (1.e.) ad | 


of them hold Chriſt's 


modum corporum ſenſihili praſentia, or mcluſtone. Thus ſaith Conc. | 


” 


©, 
TY 
C/ 


Trid.ſefſ. 13.1.c. Neque enim hac iter ſe pugnant ; juxta modum * 4, 


exiſtendi naturalem S——_ noſtrum in celis afſidere ad dextram 
Patris, &y nobis ſubſtantia ſua adefſe praſentem ſacramentaliter, ea 


exiſtendi ratioue, quam etſt verbis exprimere vix poſſumus, poſſibilem | 
ramen eſſe Deo, cogitatione- per fidem iHuſtrata, aequ poſſumus. &Cc. | 
Bellarm. de Enchar. 1.1. 2.c. 3.1. 5.c.10. c. and elſewhere 1n that : 


treatiſe. Chriſtum non eſe in Fuchariſtia ut in loco, vel ut mm waſe, 


aut guod ſub aliguovelo, ſed eo modo ut pants prius ; ſed non ita ut 
accidentia pants mhareant Chriſti ſubſtantiz ; non coexiſtere aut com- | 


menſurart loco ; non eſſe, ita ut habeat ordinem ullum ad corpora ctr- 
cumstantia ; non efſe ſenſibile, viſibile, tanzibile, extenſum ; non ad- 


efje mobi:tter, extenſive, corporaliter, as we underſtand this word 
to exclude, not maruram , but modum corporrs. Sce many like 
expreſſions concerning 1t quoted by Phnd. 10. c. p. 321. out of 


Romaniftfs. That nothing belonging formerly to the ſubſtance 


of the bread gy: can he attributed to it; as to be white, round , 


Oc, but only words that ſignifie 1ts preſence, as contmmeri, ma- 
nere ſub ſpeciebus, ſumi im Fuchariſtia, ore recipr, &c. Dr. Holden 
P. 316. LVerum tp reale Corpus 4,5 "4, argeoar y m hoc Sacra- 
mento, nom more corporeo ty paſſibil, ſed Spirituali gy mnvi/tb:li, nobis 
omnimo mcognito. Spirituli, 2. as oppoled tro corpora/:, but by no 
means as oppoſed to realz, which neither the ſecond opinion wall 
tolerate: therefore that 87h Canon Conc. Trid. ſefſ. 13. |Siqgnis 


arxerit Chriflum m Fuchariſtia exhibitum ſpiritualiter tantum man- * 


aAucari, &y non etiam ſacramentaliter, gy realiter, anathema /it,) by 
the /ccond opinion cannot be cenſured. 


z. The 


* {oc 
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2: The ſame expreſſions the Lutherans have ( which you _ 
p, 


find in the pacifick Diſcourſes of Biſhop Davenant, Marton, H, 
| &c, ( ſee Davenant adhort. ad pacem Fic. cap. 11.) leflening the 


; | difference between the ſeveral parties of the Reformed, but by 
© the ſame reaſon may be alſo urgd as leflening that between the 


Reformed and Romaniſt) Chri#ium adeſje /ignis ; but inviſtbiliter, 


mtangibiliter, &c. Again (about oral manducation), recip! quiden 


' ore &c. Therefore do they as others deteſt the Capernazzan error. 

' 3: See what Biſhop Forbes ſaith de Zuchar. 1.1. 28.1. Nema 
ſana mentts &c. Urg'd in Diſcourſe concerning the Rubric of the 

' Eng. Lit. F. 48. Hear hkewile what BeHarmm conftelleth in re- 


! cogn. operum, p. 81. ( upon {ome men difallowing his converſion 
: not productive, but adductive ; ſaying, non eſſe vere conver/tonem: 
© ſed tranſlocationem, which Dr. 7 ayhbor allo preſleth p. 269.) namely, 
- 9d converſio fy tranſubſtantiatio pertineant ad panem, non ad corpus 


IC. * Chr; !;, Quod corpus Chriſti nec tranſlocari dict poteFt, cum neque 
m " deſerat locum ſuum in calo, neque mcipiat eſſe ſub ſpeciebus, ut in 


. eff, Conver/tonem pants 


 faco, ſed ut ſubſtantia ſub accidentibus, remota tamen inharentia. 


---Quod per conſecrationem Enchariſtia non producarur de novo, ſed 


\ praexiſtat &c. ---Sed quicquid fit de modis loquenai, illud tenendum 
y 4 vini in corpus fy ſaugumem Chriſti efſe 

 ſubſlantialem, ſed arcanam oy ineffabilem, oy nullis naturalibus con- 
ver/tonibus per omnia ſimilem, &y quam ſolus Deus facere poteF?, 

' gut ſolus m totam entis naturam abjolutam poteſtatem habet. And 
'1f we may believe Dr. 7 azher, ( in the place torequoted, p. 269.270. 
and ſee he ſame in Blhondel, p. 197. &c.) that, by converſion or 


- Tranſubſtantiation the Romaniſts mean only a local ſucceſſion of 


' Chriſt's body into the place of bread, and nothing to be produced 
' but a new 467 or preſentiality, whillt it 1s only made preſent 


where it was not before, (a thing which:, excepting that clauſe 


{ 2nto the place of bread | himſelf cannot deny, unleſs he faith, 
Chriſt is no more really preſent 1n the time of the Sacrament, than 
out of 1t) tho perhaps ſome terms may ſeem to be uſed unproper-. 
ly, yet the A—_ and cauſe of Sh is made {till lets: it 
being then only about the place of the preſence of Chrilt's body ;; 
for as for annihilation or ceaſing to be of the bread, this 1s grant- 
ed poſſible to be done, and 1+ not done, - an error no way dange- 
rous. 
4 Thoſe therefore who diſpute againſt the 7wo laſt Opint- 
- ons, as profeſling ſuch give (as I have ſhewed above) they. 


exprelly reject, beat the Air, and haye. no Adycrſary, at lealt 
not. 


IF 


I6 


ſiderations upon Chaumonts Reply, P. 31, &c. ) to (preſerve Cha-J b 
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not Councils; nor the moderater and modeſter party of their? « 
Writers, with whoſe Conceſſions only, the deſirous of Chriſt's 3 C 
Peace ought to debate matters of ference ; but if they ſay ſuch} © 
grols things follow naturally from their .proteſs'd Tenents, tho! c 
theſe Conlequences be denied and renounc'd by them ; here, to; n 
preſerve their Charity towards the Defenders. of 'the Fourth a 
Opinion, I mult = them 1n mind of that Rule which Daz/e? r. 
hath ſo much enlarg'd upon ( in his {ology for the Separation 

of the Reform'd Churches from that of Rome, printed in Enrzlifh, id 
c. 9. and in his Letter to Monſieur d& Monglar, in Anſwer to}? fe 
Chaumonts Remarks upon his Apology, p. 15, 16. and in his Co#-4 11 


rity towards the Detenders ( being Brethren of the Reforma-! 
on ) of the Third Opinion. He in theſe places ſaith, That, tho#® c2 
Adoration of the Sacrament ſhould neceflarily follow from the# 
Lutheran Tenent of Chriſt's Preſence with the Signs ( as Biſhop ( 
Morton faith it doth, De Pace Fccl. p.g.); again, Tho a De-# B 
{truction of the Human Nature of Chriſt neceflarily follows from# mn 
the Lutheran Tenent of the Ubiquity thereof ( as he himſelf! fe 
confeſleth it doth) ; again, Tho the DeſtruQtion of the Trinity m1 
of Perſons ſhould neceſlarily follow from the Tenent of the! we 
Greek Church, denying the Proceſſion of the Holy Ghoſt from: tl 
the Son (as he quotes many of the Schoolmen to affirm it to 
doth ) yet, ſince theſe opinions deſtroy, or oppugn to, ſuch prin-| it 
ciples or Fundamentals ( for the deſtruttion of which only ( ſee}! pt 
his c. 7.) a Separation of Communion may be made ), par ſes} cc 
ſuittes, &* non par ſes theſes : c et a dire qu elle mauit cette m 
rume, mais ne la poſe pas. And ſince ſuch men {ſtill hold the * pe 
Principle, and utterly deny and renounce ſuch a Conſequent of : ea 
their error (he ſaith ) none ought to 1mpoſe or impute ſuch a? w 
Conſequence unto them ; or for it ſeparate from their Commm-y ge 
nion. Neither may one ( then) impoſe upon the Fourzh Opi- : D 
nion the Conſequential Contradictons or Abſurdities thereof; or ; to 
for theſe Deſert their Communion. Burt of this Rule of Dazll's ) w 
more anon, when we come to Adoration. th 


5. Note in the #74 place for the Third and Fourth Opinion ;* us 
That, ſince they aftirm from pretended ſenſe of Scriptures, ſuch” fo 
as Hat. 26. 26. 1 Cor. 10.16.--I1. 27, 29. Eph.5.30, 32, (xc. whe-* T, 
ther that ( which is oppos'd to qualitic theſe Texts) 1 Cor. 11, : fe 
27, 28. be taken only tor all the ſer/#bi/za of Bread, as the /burth; Se 

ol 
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heir? or alſo for the /abFance of Bread remaining together 07h 
1/t's Chriſt's Body, as the Zhird Opinion will have 1t ; the Myſtery 
uchy of the Sacrament to be Miraculous and Supernatural, and In. 
tho comprehenſible ( which alſo the Secoud Opinion pretends to hoſd ) 
, to no Arguments drawn from Senſe,” or natural Reaſon, or alfo from 
rth? any Rules of Contradiction, can be of any force to contute 
alk” them. 


in- 1H, tho the Marcionites had pretended a Miracle : becauſe ſuch 
ſee} pretended Miracle was not provable from Scripture, but the plain 
{es contrary, as appears in the forequoted Texts. But fuch Argu- 
tte} ment were not good, if one ſhould argue from the outward ap- 
he # pearance, z7ouch, gyc. that the Angels, that came and talk'd, and 
of | cat and drank with Abraham, and alſo led Lot out of Sodom, 
: a7 were Her : becauſe the Scripture hath told us they were 4- 
w-4 gels. In which caſes it conſiſts well (notwithſtanding what 
pi- : Dr. Tayhor ſaith, p. 169. ) with the Juſtice and Goodneſs of God, 
or } to be angry with us for behevimg our Senſes, 'or our Reaſon, 


. 


e's whenever he makes known to us ſuch Myiteries contrary to 


HS 


- the ordinary experience of Nature. 

7 Burt then you will ſay, the Scrzptare hath reveal'd unto 
1; Us no 77raculons or ſupernataral ettet in the Euchariſt, and there- 
ch fore an Argument from our Senſes here ſtands good. The 
e-* Third and Fourth Opinion contend mainly , that zt hath. You 
x. - fee then, till this is decided ( of which anon) no Argument from 
>; Senſes is to be heard ; and after this 1s clear'd, 1t needs not 
or D 


7 
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be urg'd. The ſame which is ſaid of Arguments from} 
Senſe, may be ſaid of Arguments from ſeemmg Contradittion,Þ} 
For tho this Propoſition be' willingly granted, That whatever 
truly contraditts cannot be effefted Potentia Diva ; (not natu.® 
rally, nor ſupernaturally ;) fo that there is no place of pleading? 
to make 749 contradiefories good, by urging Miracle : Yet this! 
general Rule 1s utterly uſeleſs to us 1n any particular Contro-# 
verſie, unleſs we know firſt what things 7raly contradif?: Now a' 
contradittion 18 only when the ſame thing 1s denied of, or remo- 
ved from it ſelf, as this, | a Man is not a Man |] or this | a Man# 
1s white and not white |, where the formal contradiftion being 
relolv'd, 1s, | whiteneſs 7s not whiteneſs |, Now ſuch plain ap- 
parent contradifions, none, having the uſe of Reaſon, will make 
or maintain ; it being one of the primelt principles of Reaſon, !: 
Tmpoſſibile eft idem efje &» non efſe. Therefore where we find | r 
Contradictions 22 7erminis (a thing not unuſual with Orators, 
to make the acuter expreſſion ) theſe terms are taken. in ſeveral® 1 
ſenſes, by thoſe who propoſe them; one term not ſignifying; { 
the formal efjence of the thing. So thoſe Contradittions zn zer-/ > 
mints obſery'd by Dr. Taylor p. 14, 15. to the Roman party [as x 
corpus incorporeum, cruor mcruentus,| it the terms be took in ſe-' , 
veral acceptations, will be no forma/ ContradiCtions.; as if craor 
be taken for the /ubFance of Blood, mncraentus for the colour: 
and other accidents uſually accompanying, . but ( as the Propo-.. 
nents ſuppoſe ) p9//ibly ſeparable from, the ſub5Hance. So, if corpus:; 
be taken for the /ub/tance of a Body, and 7ncorporeum for exten- | 
fron 1n a place, &x. which the Proponents conceive not ef/ental, - 
but accidental, to a Body : elſe, if corpus ncorporeum taken in 
any ſenſe be a Contradiction, ſo will the Apoltle's corpus ſpirituale - 
be ; for in the predicament of ſubffance, incorporeum and ſpirituale 
are made the ſame. | 
4 4 But tho not plain and forma! Contradictions, yet vir/ual, I ' 
grant, many may and do make, whilſt they take thoſe things to : 
be drverſe, Sm are the ſame: as if quantum or extenſum be. 
the ſame with corpus ; or rather, exren/ſeo with corporertas ( as 
River athrms it 1s, but the Romaniſt denies) then corpus 10n- | 
extenſum will be a Contradiction. To know then, what 7ray |. 
contradiQs, and ſo is Potentia Divina unfailible, or unſeparable, ' 
we mult know exattly, what things are the ſame, what dzffe- * 


rent. | 
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rom} 1. Fiſt, we mult perfeQAly diſcern all the accidents of any 


(14/1. 
ing? 
*# from the &f/ence; or that nothing can be done by mzracle, which 
7 nature never worketh; who can juſtify? Now by what means 


thing from the ef/exce of it, not only what accidents are ordinar1- 


ly ſeparated, (for this will have no place where a ſ#pernataral ef- 


fte& 1s urged,) but what are po7enz/a drvma ſeparable. For that all 
things ſeparable are actually in the courle of nature ſeparated; 
or thatevery thing not eflenial 1s ſometimes locally disjoyned 


any can know this, I much wonder. | 
2. Secondly, ſince the Eflence allo of all creatures is compo/it, not 


ſimple, we mult diſcern all the parts of its ef/exce one from ano- 


ther , and then know 1n which of thoſe efenrials or conftitutives 
the e//ence of the thing more chiefly conſiſts; ſo that this re- 
moved, the name of the thing can be no longer retained. For 


| note, that a thing may be ſaid to be the ſame ſhll, even tho ſome 


art of the eflence thereof be changed, or removed ; if that where- 


' 1n it more formally conſiſts, {till abides ; as a man or a ſhip is 
© {hill the ſame, tho much of the matter of both of them he altered. 
: Now if theſe things no man can exactly know, then to ſay, all 
- things are poſſible to God except what contradicts, 1s as much as 
- to ſay; Every particular thing that can be named to us, 1s, for a- 
- ny thing we know, ( without revelation to the contrary ), to God 


: poſſible. Methinks ſome ſuch thing appears from Dr. Tatlor's 
; conceſſion , p. 240. © Lett appear that God hath afhrm'd Tran- 


< _ 
ke LD NES <2 TEES 


2 © ſubſtantiation, and IT for my part will burn all my arguments a- 
 *oainſt it, and make publick amends. ( See Dy/c. conc. Rubric. of the 
* Eng. Lit. F. 20.) Where the Dottor prefers Revelation to all argu- 
- ments again! 1t. | 


3+ Laſtly, for the ſeeming contraditions which are obje&ted 


: by Dr. Tay/or p. 207. I ſee not but that a many of them may be as 


well urged to diſprove the world made of nothing ; the reſurre- 


. ion to every one of the ſame body when one is fed on, or feeds Rt 


another ;, the Trinity ;, or the Incarnation; & , ( for note, that 14 
ſuch are to be accounted no true contradi&tions, in reſpect of the 
Frinity, becauſe this 1s clearly revealed ; neither are they mm 


: reſpe& of Tranſubſtantiation, or Conlubſtantiation , tho 1t be 
+ not revealed, ) nay to diſprove the ordinary Philolophical axiom 
' [animaeft tota in toto, fy tota in qualibet parte, | which ſoul, if 
' tota ih capite, ty tota m pede, is conſequently 7o7a in two places 


at once: the ſame may be ſaid of Angels, and muſt much more 


| of the ſimple eſſence of God, of whom alſo is believed, that the 


D 2 ſelt 
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ſelf ſame -nature is totally in three real diſtin& perſons ,. yet 
without any diviſion or multiplication of it ſelf; ( miratur hoc 
mens humana , et quia non capit, fortaſſe non credit- ſaith St. Au- 
guſtin, Epiſtola 3. ad Yoluſ.) but our Saviour alſo, who never F 
departs from heaven on the right hand of the Father vll his ſe-|s 
cond coming to judgment, (A&. 3.21.) yet hath often appeared}; 
here on earth to many, ſeveral times to St. Paul. A many of them 
to diſprove a Camels paſſing thro a needles eye ; or our Saviour's 
body pelſmg thro a door unopened , (for many bodies to be 1a 
one place, 1s as well abſurd, as one to be in many ;) but efpecial- 
ly, 7he multiplying of the five haves to feed ſo many thouſands, 
which doubtles might as well have bin multiplied to feed all the 
world, at any diſtance, and this without applying an attribute of 
God, Ubiguiry, to them. See how the Do@tor hath proſecuted 
this buſineſs of queryy 214. 217. ©. 23t. A many of themF# x 
to diſprove the ſub/fanzial preſence of Chriſt's body (and not only ? 7 
by the effe&ts, influence,or vertue thereof,) to the ſoul of the faith- | » 
ful receiver, in ſo many ſeveral places, which thing ſeems to 
be aftirm'd by the ſecond opinion: and the Socmians, Remon- | 
ftrants, —rkks” an all that hold. only the #7 opinion, charge © p, 
{uch contradiftions and abſurdities upon the ſecond opinion, as  d 
well as thoſe do upon the 7hird and fourth. Now any one con- © p! 
tradichon found in the ſecond opinion 1s as irreconcileable to | þ 
truth, as many ; and if there were no ſeeming contradiQtion in | £ 
it, why fly they alſo to modus meffabilts fy plenus miraculis ? ( lee | C 
before p. 3.) And indeed, what can be more contradictious, than / 7 

7 
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fora finite body to be preſent, notonly in irs effetts, but ſub. 
{kance, to another body ; and yet not be preſent there, after any | 
manner of preſence, neither of a Body, nor of a Spirit; n<1ither 
defmitruely, nor circnmſcriptevely, nor repletively? (See what the 
Dottor ſaith to that effe&, p. 218.) But if you ſay tis there | n 
modo meffabilt, and think this obje&tion anſwered by 1t, then ! @: 
why may not others excuſe their ſeeming contraditory exprel- * $ 
lions by modus mef/abilis? Methinks , ſerting aſide divine reve- | v 
tation, for matter of reaſoning , thoſe who grant ſe neſcrre mo- | 9 
dm guomodo eff praſens, ſhould likewiſe confeſs ſe neſcare mo- | /c 
ter; odo nom: eft praens ; for if by their reaſon they compre- | g 
hend not the manner, how Chriſt's hoay 1s there, neither can  t! 
they by their reaſon diſcover, but that that particular manner, 
which they oppoſe, may be the manner of his being there. f 


Chr. Nate, | 4 
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61y, Note, that the 7hird opinion denies not the poſſibility 


Or _— of the 476, but only diſputes the fat; acknow- 


s power to doit, hut ſaith, there 1s no divine re- 


ledgeth G 


 velation that ſhews, that tis his pleaſure ſo ro do; therefore 
! the chief blame that 1s laid by them upon the abettors of the 
| fourth opinion, 1s, that 1t, in 1o much doubt and uncertainty of 


the” manner of Chriſt's Preſence, ſhould be obtruded on the 
world , prejudicially to the tenents more probable, as an artr- 
cle of faith. See Harmon. Confeſſion. Tudicium Theol. Wirtemb. 
quoted by Biſhop Forbes. Credimus omnipotentiam De! tantam efje, 
wt poſfit in Enchariſtia ſubſtantiam panis p vm vel annihilare, vel in 
corpus oy ſanguinem Chriſti mutare ; ſed quod Deus hanc ſuam abſs- 
tutam potentiam in Euchariſtia exerceat, nou videtur efje certo yerbo 
Dei traditum, ty apparet veteri Eccleſia fuiſſe 1gnotum. *See Chem- 


| nit. exam. Conc. Trid. de Tranſub. Sed dicat quis, Quare ita con- 
ly ? rendamus, an {ubſtantia pants in” Enchariſtia vel remaneat, vel ntn re. 
: mancat, cum theſaurus Euchariftta: fit non pans naturalts &c. ſed 
- wera &y ſubſtantialis praſentia, exhibitio, ſumprio Corports oy ſangut- 
+ ns Chriſti &c? MReſponideov. 1\niio modo part momento cenſemus 
: panem, gy corpus Chrifti. Et Lutherus ſemper drxit, ſe m tota har 


:ſputatione magis ſpetFare praſentiam corporrs Chrift m caxa, quam 


18 anathematis + u—_ necej/ario contraaicendum eft &c. See 
Bell. Euchar. 3.1. c. 11. ſe hoc valde diftimgnuntur Lutheran a 


: Calviniftis ; Cafomifte enim Tranſubſtantiationem ſceleratam eſſe 
' bereſm, &y rem prorſus impoſſibilem ; Lutherani dicwnt efje poſſwilem, 


& non pugnare aperte cum fide , unae magis reprehendunt Catholicos, 


| Guod 7 rarſubſtantiationem faciunt ar ticulum fidet, quam guod eam de-- 


fendant. Ee: | 
2, Yet ſome there are of the ſecond opinion , who diſpute 


\ not the ſupernatural poſſibility of at, (ſee Calum de vera Chriſts-. 
! ane pacificationts ratione, joyned to Rruet's animady. on Grot. 11.C. 
* Quaſi vero hic de Chriſti porentia aiſputetiur,.—- Rerum ommnm con 
 verfionem fier! poſſe a Chriſto, nos Þ fatemur.--- Quarende: 


atigant ;, cum hec una cognitio- 


quidnam poſfit Chriſtus, fruſtra ſe 


© ſenſus omnes noſtros in ſe continere debeat, quidnamn velit: ) and who 
- grant a poſlibility of many of thoſe particulars maintained by 


the 44h opinion; as that, the ſame body may be mm many pla- 
ces; accidents perſiſt without a fubje& gx. which things 
ſome others again make to involve a contradicuon. See many 


_ teſtimonies to this purpoſe numbred up by Biſhop Firbes de 
» £Eubar.1.1.2.c. Laſtl v, 


© 


' prafſentiam pants. Sed qmia 1ranſubſtantiatio pro articulo fidei ſub» 
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Sacr. parte altera, p. 7. GY. Caluiniani communiter. See Calum|8g 
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Laſtly, Some of the Second Opinion there are, that hold the, fe 
Fourth Opinion more agreeable to our Saviour's words, than# 
the 7hird. See Biſhop Forb. /. t. c. 4. ſ. 5. Longins conſubſtantia$ 
torum quam Tranſubſtantiatorum ſententiam a Chriſti verbis rece.$ 


dere (1.e. T conceive, as they take the Third Opinion to afirmgs 
f 


ipſum panem eſſe corpus Domini, for this ſeems much more un-# 
reaſonable, than, ZZoc guod continetur. ſub ſpecie pants eſt Corpus te: 
Domint ) five litera ſpettetar, [ive ſenſus, affirmat R. Hoipin. hut. 


( Znſtit. 1.4 c. 15. /. 2c.) where, ſpeaking of ſome of the Zutheh 
rans aftirming proprie loguendo panem eſſe corpus Chriſt, he argues,! 
that conſequently they mult ſay panem ef/e Chriſtum ; becaule} 
Lotus Chriſftus offertur im cena ; and then concludes, mtolerabilish 
autem Blaſphemia eſt ſine. figura Pradicari de elemento corruptibiliy 
auod fit corpus.--Again (/. 30.) inveighing againlt Zutherans-Ubr# 
quity he 1aith, Papiſtarum tolerabilior vel ſaltem magis verecunaa; P9 
et doffrina. And ſee Judicious Hooker, Eccl. Pol. I. 5./ſ. 67. how #01 
indifterently he behaves himſelf between the two Tenents of 
Conſubſ/tantiation and Tranſubſtantiation, cenſuring them both, only;.914 
as Opinions a4nncceſſary and ſuperfluous, and p. 361. laying of the. 
later (the Tranſub/tantalifts ) that they juſtly ſhun ſome Laby- 10 
rinths of the former (the Conſub/tantialſts) but yet that the the 
way which they take to the ſame Inn is ſomewhat more ſhort, 7-* 
but no whit more certain. See likewiſe Spalat. Rep. Eccl. l. 7. th, 
C.I1. 9.6. Fateor neque Tranſubſtantiationem neque Ubiquitatem: we 


hereſm ullam direfte contmere, Qyc. fs 
Na! 

7. Yet even thoſe Reformed, who cry out of the Fourth Opi-. 
nion as Heretical, Diabolical, Blaſphemous, gc. ( for ſuch alſo? 


there are ), Seventhly, Obſerve, 'That- for the moſt part thoſe of »the 
the Second Qpinion hold the Third (notwithſtanding the near ©? 
alliance it aþpears to have with the Fourth) no ways Herett- "bs 
cal, or (tho erroneous ) deſtruttive of any fundamental or prin. Wh 
pal Article of Faith ( unleſs by ſome Conſequences reqounced |? 
by thoſe who hold the 7hrrd Opinion) and = coor "ea giving no © 
Juſt cauſe of any #paration of Communion from any ſuch. Cre. thc 
aere quod caro Chriiti ubjque et, quod in pane eſt, gy oraliter man-. the 
ducetur, idgue etiam ab impiis, ſtipula ty palea eſt, Par. in 1 Cor.3. 
See many quotations 1n Biſhop Forb. Zuch. /. 1. c. 4. See ikewiſe 
Dailk's Charity in the. place, quoted before in the end of the 4 
Zourth Obſervation, p. 16. notwithſtanding thoſe dangerous Con- dy 
| ſequences 


iſt their Communion, as agreeing w.th them 27 omnibus vere Reli- 
\ ighg10nts pricipits Articuliſgne fundamentalibus. How well therefore 
Zrche ſame men can refule Communion with thoſe of the Fourth 


Opinion, ſuppoſing the fallity thereof, or aſperſe it with the name 


Snort refuſe , nor quarrel with 1t for this : But the thing they 
};/;z blame is Adoration, or the 1mpoling their Tranſub/tantiation on 
bj.Zothers as an Article of Faith ( of which anon): to which pur- 
;d; poſe Daille, 1n his Anſwer to the Remarks made by Chaumont 


2w on his Apology, p. 20. hath theſe words (after vindicating Peza: 


of and Calum from holding any real Preſence of Chriſt's Body in the 


iſe! of Hereſie, gc. I ſee not ; and perhaps the ' more moderate do. 
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See Diſc. 
cone. Rnb. of 


f£ing. F. 1%. 


\1y..Signs )) Mais biengue nous ne croyons pas ec. Altho we believe 


heino ſuch Preſence 1n the Signs, yet we elteem not that Belief 
v. 1o criminal, as that it obligeth us to break off Communion with 
he thoſe who hold it, as 1t appears by our tolerating it in the Zz- 
rt, Therans. So that had the Church of Rome no other Error than 


-— this, we voluntarily accord her to have given us no /uffi:zent 


o_ -cauſe of ——_— from her. What 1s that Faith of Rome then: 
?which I alledg'd as a ſufficient cauſe of Separation ? ( then he 
*names this) / Adoration de TOftire. Thus he. 


I-\. : Os 
- | Having thus made a Curſory over the Four Opimons abour. 
e:the Euchariſt ; give me leave now to reflect a little upon, and 
:fearch more {triftly into the Second Opinion ; which I think 1s 


> IH 


-- the Tenent of many of the Church of Zng/and. Concerning 
Which 1 do not well underſtand, How 1t mult not either tall into 
eq many of the afficulties and ſcemmg contradietions of the 7 hird 
no 4nd feur!h Opinions, or {11de back *1nto the ſenſe of the 71/1, 
_ the moſt intelligible and perſpicuous 1ndeed, but ( thought by 
a the reſt) too much diminutive of this /remendum Myſlerinm, this 
2. inettable Myſtery. 
mn Now let us conſider this Second Opinion, j#/t concerning 1ts 


_ affirming or denying the real or ſubſtantial Preicnce of a—_ 


CS 


S. XIT?, 
Concern 27 
the Second: 
Op LU1UH: 


” 
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Body and Blood in the Celebration of the Eucharift. Next, cou! 
cerning its affirming or denying fuch Preſence m7 or wth the? | 
Signs. As to the former ; the phraſe of real Preſence, if we mean} 
by it only preſence in ſomething real, may be uſed by thoſe who# 
deny ſubſtantial preſence. For 1t Chritt be preſent to us ( 1m thef 
 Euchari#,) 1n the benefits of his Paſſton, in his Grace, in his Spr-jj 
12t, he 1s prefent to us in ſomething real, tho not in the reality# 
of his Perſon. But they, going beyond all theſe, even the lalth 
of them alſo, the preſence by his Sprrit, (fee before Þ. 2. neque} 
enim mortis tantum &c, ---neque enim mihi ſatisfacimunt &C. ) af 
firm a rea/and /ub/tantial preſence ( tor indeed what can real pre-? 
ſence of a ſubſtance, fuch as body and blood 1s, be but fubſtantaal} 
preſence? ) even of that body which ſuffered upon the Croſs for} 
us : which preſence they clearly contradiſtingutth to preferce byy a 
effet, influence, virtue, grace, or an uniting of our bodies with* a 
Chrilt's body by the ſame Spirit abiding 1n both, (by which way} 4 
things furtheſt diſtant (1f we call this preſence) may be ſaid rol Ze 
be preſent to one another, as long as there 1s any thing between? 7 
them, that immediately toucheth or informeth both : ſo the? tl 
head may be 1aid to be preſent to the foot, the Sammrs in heaven ! w 
to thoſe on earth, the Welt to the Eaſt-Indies : fo the ſubſtantial); 77 
preſence of Chrilt's body and blood may be affirmed,as well as here, | A 
when ever there 15*any communication of his Spirit, as 7# Bap- | CC 
tiſm; and as my as the Bread which we break, and the Cup | cl 
which we ble; here,ſo the Water, that is ( then) poured on us,may | 41 
be ſaid to be the communion of the body and bod of Chrilt): theſe # 
manners of Preſence therefore they count not enough to *ſatis-# 
. Ty theScripures, and Tradition. Therefore they ſpeak of Zuchari- |; 74 
ftrcal-preſence as a great m ery, Eph. 5. wrought by God's omnipo- i} {a 
rence after a manner ineffable, or incomprehenſible to man's rea-# L: 
lon. Laſtly, as far 1n /ub/tantial or real preſence they ſeem to # M: 
go as _ , Either the 7hird or fourth opinion-; in that 
they queſtion not the water of that "putt; ( the which the #7 Co 
other athrm, ) but the mmammer ; which whilſt the others gueſs, # 1 
{ome after this, ſome after that manner, they will gueſs oggbin F 
at all of 1t; (by which they are free from any objeCtions ; ) and'well, 
modeſtly, prudently this : only if ſuch wonld not fo perempro- #/t 
ily condemn the conjeQtures of others, ( as perhaps fome of them þ/ ab] 
do not. ) See for what I have now ſaid ( beſides the quotations be- !; qu! 
fore, P. 2. in the relation of this /econd opinion) many places in 34s 
Dr. 7athr, the very Title of his book, wherein Svritzwea/ muſt by 7 = 
Look 17 96 
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y < —_ tho after another manner of being than 1t was on the 
# © Crols. 


# 2. Add to theſe Biſhop all, .quoted before ; Res apud utreoſ. 
-18- | gue cadem, rei tamen ratio diverſa, fc. utroſgue he means Luthe- 
ri- ran, but the Conſequence 1s as good for the Romani/t. See the 
20- | Tame opinion of 4. Spalar. and Biſhop Forbes, quoted hereafter. 
ea- L_ in the new Lzturgy provided for Scotland, in the Ad- 
to # mini{tring the Sacrament, the former words or comment | Feed 
rat © 02 him in thy heart by Faith | are left out, according to the firlt 
he © Common-Prayer-Book of Edw. VI. and alſo the Form in the 
ſs, © Mffals ;, perhaps, as being a Diminutive of this great Myllery, 
ng 12 which is maintain'd another, a more rea/ eating and partic1- 
1 pation of Chriſt's Boay, than that by Fazth alone. As hikewiſe 
ro- {there are added 1n the Prayer of Conſccration thele words ( agree- 
-m {able to the firſt Book of Zdw. VI. and the Forms of all Anti- 
2e- © quity ; only thoſe run not, wt nobrs /int, but ut nobrs fiant Cor- 
in 2P45, xc.) | So bleſs and ſanttifie with thy Ward and Holy Spirit 
be - Zheſe thy Gifts and Creatures of Bread and Wine, that they may 
ok be unto ns the Body and Blood of thy muſt dearly beloved Su | 
£ E 


wHhICHh 


+ 
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which ſeem to tend to the ſame purpole : and upon Pucer's} 
exceptions at them, in his Cenſura mn ardine Feel. c. 9. were byy 

the Second Reformers of the Common-Prayer-Buok cait out. Nowk 

in theſe paſlages above recited, ( if I well underſtand them ) the# 
Preſence of Chriſt's Boay 1s as fully and properly aftirm'd by# 
theſe, as by the Lutheran or Romani? ; only all the difference is 4 

not abour the Preſence, whether carnally or ſpiritually, ſubſtan-® : 
tially or hcally, after the manner of other Bodies, or not /ocalhy%; 


or ſ#bſtantially ; but about the ſubjef# only, to which preſent, ( as 


eg nm hon 


* 
Cc 
Mr. Hooker well obſerves) whether to the worthy Recerver only, 
or alſo to the elements or /igns ; or it preſent to the /j2ns," 
whether not ſome other way preſent to them, than either Cov/ub-; 
or 7ranſubſtantially. Whereas therefore the Zutheran and Ro-); / 
71aniſt diſpute the manner, whether our Saviour's Body be Con-'/ *; 
ſubſtantially or Tranſubſtantially with the /zws ; the other Re." 
torm'd and Zbeſe diſpute the manner, whether with the /z2ns, : 

_ or only with the Recezver ( or allo whether with the /agns, noty G 
by the forenam'd, but ſome other unknown way ) but 1n its pre" © 
fence with the worthy Recerver all agree, and one afhrm it as? 


much as another. w oF k 
3. Bur now 1t one ſhould attirm Chriſt perſonally or ſubſtan.” 
tially preſent to the Recerver, another only virtually preſent, 1n his. 
Grace, Sprrit, &yc. tis plain, that here a difterence between them 9 
1s not in the manner of the preſence, but in the preſence 27 ſelf." 
So the fir/t Opinion, tho affirming a vertual preſence, 1s ſaid tay 
deny the real preſence, or any myſtery in the Sacrament. | c 
$. XIV. Thus much of their affirming the ſubftantial or perſonal pre.” y 
ſence of Chrilt in the — as 4 . third nd feurth _ . 
non. But now, I confeſs, I do not ſee how this doth con{ilt with? 
many other things which they ſay. See Dr. 7 aylor, p. 15. © But) , 
< we by the ſpiritmal real preſence of Chriſt, do Se an Chrilty , 
© to be preſent as the Sprrit of God is preſent in the hearts of?! 


« the Faithful, by ble/Jmg and grace,--p.107. by faith and bleſſing," , 
« and this Ty hes. = —_ beſide the Bt and Hes & 
* 77ve preſence, p. 21. They ( the Romanifts ) lay, that the /pr-? , 
< ritual and the virtual taking him in vertue or effec, 15 not /uf-, , 
* ficrerr, tho this 1s done alfo1n the Sacrament. Scep. 218. where,| 1, 
after ſhewing , that Chriſt's Body 1s in the Eucharitt , net!) 
ther cercumſcriptive, definitive, nor repletive, ( the only three: 
ways that are concelyable of being in a place) he _ © 
is 


5. 0 


” 
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_ 7 his Body is there figuratively, tropically, repreſentatrvely in Being, 
: OY ” | might not he ſay, or 22 reallity ? now repreſentatively only, 1n 


"VE reſpect of reality, is the ſame with not really, | and really in' 


rhe effeft and bleſſing : but this 1s not a watural, real, b-tmg mm a 
2)! place, but a relation to a perſon. I ſuppoſe he means, but Chrilt's 


-- & 4 S . : Ns . . 
15k Body in Heaven T_T relation to a Communicant on Earth 


{ 

_ in ſome effet# and ble/mmg. Add to theſe, what he faith p.120, 
74 121, © That we under the Sacrament of Bread and Wine receive 
(=P « Chriſt's. Body, no more rca//, than the //rae/ztes did in the Man- 
WI «3, Rock, Cloud, xc. both in a divers Sacrament, faith he, but 


FT 1: . . 
SI <jnall the ſame reallity : whatſoever we, the ſame 7hey did ear. 


4 


Þ "* Surely this then argues only a v:r/ua/ preſence thereof, not a ſub- 
3 *# flantial; becauſe Chriſt's Body or Fleſh was not then as yet aſ- 
_ {um'd. See likewiſe p. 276, 277. See p. 7. where he quotes the 
- & Fathers, that whatſoever they ſpeak of the Euchariſt, they affirm 
>" alſo the ſame of the other Sacrament, Yapriſm, gc. quoting out of 
__ St. Auſtin, © that we are made partakers of the Body and Blood of 
- Chriſt, when in Baptiſm we are made Members of Chriſt, &c. 
4! thercfore ( whatever may be anſ{wer'd to the Fathers, of which 
1. More anon, yet ) his opinion 1s, that Chriſt's Body 1s no more 
hi. really preſent in the Lord's Supper, than in Baptiſm, G9. 
* ». I find B. Forbes, tho holding neither Con/ub/tantiation nor 
al.» Tranſubltantiation, yet much cenſuring, out of Falar. and others, 
ol theſe two diminutive compariſons of the Lord's Supper, de Zuch. 
- L.1.c.1. ſ.26, 27. Falſo etiam afjeritur, haud aliter nos Corpus 
* Chriſti in Euchariftia comedere, Tuam Patres veteris T eſtamenti, 9c. 
> and. 27. Perperam etiam aſjeritur, res eaſdem efje Chriſtum m 
al Baptiſmo induere, ty ip/ius carnem ac ſanguinem im Cana ſume- 
5 7c, Oc. 
_ 3. I will add to theſe of Dr. Tayhrs, an expreſſion of Dr. Fam- 
; mu mond's Pratt. Cat. where he ſpeaks of the Euchariſt,--God be/tows 
of] 7he Body and Blood of Chriſt upon us, not by ſending it down 1o- 
e' cally for our Bodies to feed on, but really for our Souls to be ſtreng- 
3" thened by it. As when the Sun is communicated to us, the whole 
we : Bulk and Body of the Sun is not removed out of its Sphere, but 
: the Rays and Beams of it, and with them the Light and [ufiu- 
ff) ences are really and verily beſtow'd and darted our upon us. "Thus 
©! he. As therefore not the Body of the Sun, but only the Beams 
" ' thereof, can be ſaid to be really and /ocally here below ; ſo, I 
*©* conceive the Doftor means, that not the very Þody of Chrilt, 
oo bur the werrue and efficacy thereof only, are really here preſent 
E | Þ ro 
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to the worthy receiver. If ſo, you may ſee how Mr. Zoter differs 
from him in the ſame /mile, (in the quotation ſet down above, | 
Þ. 50. ) where he ſaith, © not only by effect and operation, as the Þ 
< influence of the heavens 1s 1n plants, beaſts, men, gc, which F: 
@they-quicken He. | 4 | 

4. Lafth, I do not ſee, how this their opinion of ſub/?anzial Þ 
Preſence conliſts with many of thoſe objetions made by them # 
againſt the zhird and fourth opinion ; as that in particular of he | 
ampoſſivility of the ſame body to be in many places at once, which | 
objection oppoſeth not the ods, but any preſence ſubllantial Yr: 
whatſoever? But if on: the other fide, in good earneſt, a real 
ſubſtantial Preſence be affirmed by them ; tho 1n ( wiſely ) not ex- #1 
prelling any particular manner, as others do, they both avoid the 
arguments, which perhaps might be made againſt it , and have Þ 
advantage to make ſome againſt others ; yet 1 ſee not, but that, Þ 
from their affirming in general ſuch a Preſence, they muſt in--Þ 
cur many of the ſame difficulties with the zhird and fourth opt Z 
nion. If they ſay ſubſtantially preſent , but they mean not to the ® 
elements, but to the recerter, and that to his ſoul, not to his 51 
body, yet if they alhrm it as much, or as far preſent to the ſoul, ©: 
as the other doth to the /z2ns, ( as Mr. Hooker ſaith, they differ: > 
only about the ſubje&F , not the preſence,) do not the ſame ob- ? 
Jections, abſurdities, gx, concerning Chriſt's Body , being both- 
lubſtantzally in Heaven: and in the place where the Communion: 5 w 
is celebrated, with which they afflidt the others. for making it | b: 
preſent with the /iens, return upon themſelves, for —_ 1t- | 
preſent with the vecezvers? For if 1t be poſlible, that the Sody- F 
of Chriſt, now ſitting at the right hand of God in hcaven, can. 
notwithitanding this be preſent in our {ou or 1n our heart, ſo-# 
may 1t under, or with the bread; unleſs we ſay, that we aftirm | 
not that rea/ preſence to the ſoul, which- they do. to 'the bread. | /: 
But then our writers mutt not ſay, that we differ only about the | 
-—qg , or the ſabjef# of his Preſence, but the Preſence it ſelf. Þ 
a4110. by 
s. If they ſay, /ub/tantially preſent ; but they mean ſpriritual- |} 
jy, not nx hr” a an aw; ſo ſaith he Romani, 1.e. © 
not with the uſual accidents or qualities always accompanying. | 
( where no ſupernatural effe&) the nature or eſſence of a Body: | 
bur if they will extend ſp:r;zually ſo far, as that-1t ſhall imply - Þ « 
Chriſt's 4ody to be there, ſubſtantially or really, yet not guoad |: 2 
naturam or ef/entiam ſuam, or not quoad corpus, this 1s by a di-. © 


RinQtion to deſtroy their 7he/s. & Again, | 
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ers 6. Again, if they ſay, ſubſtantially there preſent, but not />- 
ve, cally, ſo ſaith the Lutheran and Romaniſt , 1. e. circumſcriptive,,. 
he Bor by ſuch commenſuration to place as bodies uſe to have ; bur. 
ch #f they will extend /oca/ly to far, as that they underſtand Chriſt's 

Z hody to be there by no manner of #6: At all, ( ſee Dr. 7 ator p.218.) 
ial not fo much as abi definitive, ſo that we may truly ſay tis hc, fo: 
ent Zas not #bique, or alib; where no communion ; what 1s this but to. 
he Zaftirm, tis there ſo, as that it 1s not there ? | 


ch +». If they ſay ſub/tantially preſent , by reaſon of the ſame Spi- 


ial 2777 uniting us here on earth as members to it in hcaven;. beſides 
ral that thus Chriſt's body 1s no more preſent in the Eucharilt, than 
X- 51n any other ordinance or ſacrament, wherein the Spirit 1s con-- 


he ®ferr'd; ſuch preſence 1s poagerty of the Fr, not of the FHooy,. 


ve unleſs that which ( being finite) 1s only 1n heaven (as they at-- 
it, Þfirm ) may not rightly be ſazd to be mals and ſubſtantially ab-- 
n--#ſent from what 1s on earth. Now 1t thele ſeermme-impoſſibrilities; 
21 Z and contradictions we acknowledge, and ty to the incompre-- 
ae © henſibility and inexplicableneſs of the y/tery ; all that I reply 
1s 21s, that we muſt indulge. the ſame priviledge to others, allow-. 
i, ing that a Zhouſand*contradiQtions of theirs may be as ſoon true,, 
er: > as only one of ours. 
b- > 8. But if at laſt we plainly interpret our rea/ and ſub/ftantial. 
h- © preſence by Chriſt's being preſent (in corporal abſence ) to the 
- 4 worthy receiver in all the benefits and effects thereof, we {lide. 
back into the fir? opinion, diftering only from them 1n expreſ- 
it | fion; and then what need we ſpeak any more of o-mpotency for 
- © ſuch preſence, or make any thing miraculous in the Sacrament ?: 
Z what incomprehenſibleneſs in this, when (as Fe/armin ecx- 
- & prefleth it) all that we ſay is, That per fidem apprehendentem: 
© Chriſtum in c/o fy manducantem ſacramentum or ſignum Corports, 
. 8 /a, F ara ger ps omnia bona Chriſti? What. mean ( then) thoſe. 
# gradations of reception, not only of bare ſigns, nor of the ſigns 
. Z and the benefits applied by faith ; but alſo of the very hoay and 
Z bhod of Chrilt? /n tanta hcorum diſtantia penetrat ps nos Chri-- 
© /tt caro, ſaith Catyin, ut nobis ſit incibum. Inltit. 4. . 17.C. 10.S., 


>} Therefore the Remonſtrants, diſcerning the dificulties as-are 
: # above named, into which the attirming of rea/Preſence calt ſome: 
7 - |} of the Reformed ( Apo. pro confeſſione ſua, p. 256.) ſaid the Zu- 
/. : mglian opinion was /tmpliciſſima,gyad idololatriam omnem evitandam 


.. 3 4 hae materia inprimis nece//aria; & gue a Calvino & ulins ſer 
= quacibus. 


&. XV. 


_ 
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A Diſcourſe on the EUCH ARIST, Þ 
guacibus dicuntar manifeſtam in ſe continere tum vanitatem, tam, c 


abſurditatem ; oy ex iſto fonte emanaſſe ingentem illam idololatri c , 
am CC. The ſame ſay the Socinzrans. SEC Yolkeltus. 

And I think Fzvet, in his controverſies with Gro7/4s, 15 off « , 
the ſame opinion with the Remonſtrants, at leaſt much ditteringy 
from Dr. Tailor” ; for that ſaying of the Conc. Trid. | Sacramen!a-li c. 
liter preſens Satator nolter ſubſtantia ſua uobis adeft | , allowed in} c, 
ſome ſenſe by the Doftor, he maintains to contradict. Qzza 9nody 
ſacramentaliter praſens eff, faith he, non et ſubſtantia ſua previ 
ſens, nec contra. Animad. p.85. And again, ( Zxamen. p.45- )S7 Cory 
pus Chriſti non eft in Sacramento quantitative ( 1. e. ) corporally, ory c 


gg 1 
ſecundum modum corporis, non ef emnino ; quia corpus Chriſt: abi! 'F 
cungue et quantum eft, aut non et corpus. Indeed I have often? 7A 


wondred, ſccing that ſomething more than they willingly grant, £ 
ſeems neceſlarily to follow upon it, why ſo many of the reformeds 


writers remain not content with a vrtaal preſence, which 1s main-# 


- Ul 
tained by them to be ſufficient for ſalvation, but concur ſo much} £ 
in aflerting a rea} and ſubſtantial. I gueſs ; not only the pun-}} 1, 
Etual and fixed expreſſions of the Scriptures, ( as the words 0 In fo 
ftitution, in ſo many relations thereof, not only in the Gy/peſs, but? 
in St. Paul's Epiſtle to the Corinthians, being ſo unvariably ob-? 
ſerved; beſides the cxpreſſions 1 Cor. 11. 27, 29.) and the autho-# 
rity of the Fathers ( who fo often call it tremendum myſteri-), ,} 
«M,) and the ſtream of Tradition, to have as it were necelli-y g 
tated them toit; but alſo the authority of Calvin not a little to? ;+ 
have moved them , who was a great Leader to our reforming] - 
Fore-fathers. - 

Again, him T ſuppoſe to be induced to it, as from the former| re 
reaſons, ſo from a deſire to reconcile ſeveral parties of the then p 
early begun Reformation, and to moderate and temper the for-|} 
mer, Lutheran and Zuinglian, quarrel. Of whom therefore B1-#} : 
ſhop Forbes obſerves; Quod ſua dofFrina ſuper hac re (as 1t ſeems}! 
here alſo of the doqtrine of others of this ſecond opinzon ) erat?! 


X ; s / bs: TC 
Maxime mcerta, fy dubia, atque lubrica. ---Et dum nunc his, _— C 
= as 


Wis gratificari tuduit, haud pauca male ſibi coherentia ſcrip/tt. 
de Fuchar. 1.1.1. c. 6. ſed. | 
Now to come to the ſecond thing, its afhrming, or denying, ® 
the real or ſubſtantial preſence of Chriſt's body with the /zerzs, and 7! 
that, anze u/am. And this T think to be generally denied by the |#*,, 
24, opinion, (tho I ſee not with what reaſon they can deny a pollt-! | 
b.lity thereof, ſince they grant ſuch a preſence with the worthy 2 - 
rCecel- Þ 
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© receiver.) See Mr. Fooker 5. 4. 67.5.p.359, © The real preſence 
7am? * of Chriſt's moſt blefled body and b/od 1s not to be ſought tor in 
arty © the Sacrament, but in the worthy receiver of the Sacrament. 
2 <..-The Bread and the Cup are his Body and Blood, becauſe they 
> OZ © are cauſes inſtrumental, upon the receit whereof the participa- 
rINgY © tjon of his Body and blood enſueth. For that which produceth 


— © any certain effect, 1s not vainly or 1mproperly ſaid to be that ve- 


d ny * ry effect, whereunto 1t tendeth. 'This he ſpeaks in behalf of 
700% the Scripture-expreſſion, ſaying of the elements, Zhis is my body 


Pr. <4 aud my blood: becauſe we receive by theſe inſtruments that 
"2 which they are termed. See Dr. 7 azlor, p. 14. © 2 Jon we. 


7 Ory « mean, preſent to our Spirits only : that 1s, /a/tþ he, ſo as Chrilt 
ren} ſuſception. Where ( to digreſs a little). I wonder why he and 
= ſome others ( fo Dr. Hammond ſaith, | for our ſouls to be [trength- 
nedy ye &c ] quoted before ) do not ſay, that Chriſt's body is ſubſtan- 
ch} ſouls, ( yet perhaps they deny it not); for tho the body of Chriſt 
7 be only /p:riznally there, yet may a ſpiri7 be preſent to a boay, 
{n\\ for our ſouls ( ſpirits) are ſo. And we ſay in the Liturgy, Zhe 
Ob! Grant us gracious Lord ſo to eat the fleſh of thy dear Son Jeſus 
n0-# Chrift, pts, to drink his blood, that our. ſinful holes may be made- 
-Y And the Fathers-therefore called the conſecrated elements, from 
” their vivifical influence on the wo according to Fo. 6. ſymbo/a. 
C 


|< js got preſent to any other ſenſe but that of faith, or Spiritual 
ant,. 
ny tally preſent to the bodies of worthy receivers, as well as to the- 
un-! 
but» Body of Chriſt preſerve thy boay and ſoul to everlaiting life. And, 
11) clean by his boay, and our ſouls waſhed thro his moft precious blood &c.. 
7 reſurrefionts. See Grot. Annot. 


y than the Body doth. For tho 


rofiteth not ; yo where faith 1s , 
and as 1immcdiatcly by our body, 


BY 


3% 


noſtra nititur , praſentia reddit que promittit , non noſtra fides!: 


only wworthzly, or ( as they fay ) only received, but recetved equal# 
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hoc ef, incorporaliter manducatur , non ef ea ſola , qua Chriſtuill 1 


creditur mortuus pro peccatis noſtris &c, ea enim fides praſupponil) g, 


tur &c. ſed ea fides eft, qua creditar verbo Chrifti arcentts, Foc ft 

corpus menm. Credere enim Chriſtum 11 efſe praefentem etiam cark; ,, 
ne vivificatrice, fy defiderare eam ſumere ,; nimirum hoc e$t ſpin , 
tnaliter fy refte eam manaucare in Fuchariſtia. Set. 25: Promd# c| 
male docetur a multis Proteſtantibus, hanc praſentiam gy» communi c 
cationem per fidem effici. --- Fides maz1s proprie dicitur accipere «| 
apprehendere , quam praſtare. Yerbum Dei Gy promiſſi, cui fide 


4 


' . _ "as —_—_ MX 
Tis not faith that confers Chriſt's body, tho by the faichful it 187 c, 


ly, and immediately both by the ſoul and body : whether this body 


of Chriſt be disjoined from, as they think, or conjoined withP ,, 
the elements, yet, whilſt this ſecond opinion ſeems to hold no? 
preſence at all, 7o, or 107th, the figns ; Cor to the receiver, they? 
only making the /zzns to be (as well as I can underſtand them) 
after conſecration /autified inſtruments, upon receit of which by! 


thoſe who beheve, God gives the other, the body and blood of hob 1 


Son; as alſo in Baptiſm upon rece1ving the water, God gives the? ., 


ASprrat ;, yet T ſay, ſome other expreſſions of theirs ſeem not fo! z; 
{uitable ro ſuch a meaning, and may eaſily cauſe a miſtake in the?! 5 
unwary reader; and why they uſe them I cannot tell, unleſs it jx 
be to imitate the phraſe of the words of Inſtitution, and alſo of; +] 
the Fathers. See Dr. Taztbor, p. 75. © After the Miniſter hath con-: 
£ ſecrated the bread and the wine, the Symbols become changed! 
< into the body and blood of Chriſt in a Spiritual, real manner.Þ e 
May we then ſay, that the Papriſma/ water after prayers Gs 185 «| 
changed into the Spirit, in a ſpiritual real manner, becauſe chat! © 
is an inſtrument, upon uſing of which the Holy Spirit is confer-# s 
red? So p.2r. © The queſtion is not, whether the ſymbols be; «, 
© changed into Chrilt's body and blood or no, for it 1s granted ;# 
©but whether this converſion be Sacramental and figurative, or# 
natural and bodily, ©. So p. 26s. 266. © Before conſecration it % 
*15 meer bread, but after conſecration 1t 1s verily the body of rt 
* Chrilt, truly his fleſh, and truly his blood. Yet it we enquire, b 
how he means that the bread 1s ſo, ſurely he means only this ;þ 
that upon rece1ving, or at the ſame time that we receive the#® 
bread, ſuffering only an acczdental mutation ( as he calls it) of con-!? q 
dition, of ſanchfication, and uſage, at the ſame time Chriſt's real#! 
$69) 18 recciyed, but not 7, -or joyned 48774, the bread at all, by: : 
| the © 
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— # 34. part. diſc- 18. p. 1cg. 1n the former Edition, ſe. 3. where 
PINE amonglt other things he ſaith, © Ir js hard to do ſo much vio- 


. 97 


* nor joyned with it ; but only it given and preſent to the faithfu) 
; ified bread. 


they! Spirit, &. Would not he rather explain himſelf, that the one 
S Ut 15 not the other ; but the one received, by God's free gift, upon 
: of), the receiving of the other ? 
on-: 
ged) After the rea/or ſubantial preſence of Chrilt's body thus grant= F. XV1L. 
er. ed (1f I well underſtand them ) by the ſecond opinion to the wor- Ther A41tte 
' 15% thy recezver, -but denied to the ſymbols, or /tzns: let our next 9 affirmed 
nat? 2ucre be; what may be the 9pinzon of Antiquity ( which is of CORE TOY 
.- : . . 4 - | ſence , aad 
er-2 great moment with all obedient Sons of the Church ) in this mat- 3e:he: ris, 
be ter. . Where, ſuppoſing it granted by all, that the Fathers alſo to the worthy 
> held the rea/ preſence as much as thule of the ſccrord opinion do ; Hecerves 02Y; 
IÞ 1t remains only to be examined, whether they hcld this real pre- © = —_ 

* /ence not only to the worthy recezver, but allo to the Symbols, and keratin 
= that, ante uſum - which it they did, 1t their judgment 1s not to 
? be ſubmutted to, at leaſt their fo/forwers are to be excuſed. 


u) 


C XVIIL 
1. And note here, f#/!, before I proceed further, that I cn- T'' 2. "I 
1 __ y_ a p ” > Anciente POET men's ujuaity 
quire here only after the 7cmcnt of the Ancients, concerning a irged out of the 
Fathers, for their not baſding T aaſubtantirtion, diſpioce 19t their 11d; g of 1 Corporal Preſeice ( 48 
(s./t af.er ſome other manner) Wih te Sy mmouls. 


7 
Teak 
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real or ſubſtantial Preſence of Chriſt's body with the outward /igns : 


but whether they maintain 1t cum pane remanente or tranſeunte ;.: 
whether by Cou- or Tran-ſubſtantiation ; or whether ſome of them? 
affirmed the one, ſome the other, (for tis not NR that, either} 
in Tranſubſtantiation or Conſubſtautiation, they mult all go one} 
way, ) or {ome alſo a ſeveral way from both, I meddle not. Andi? 
indeed I am apt to believe, in ſo high and difficult a myſtery , be-7 £ 
fore ſuch particular manners fo punCtually diſcuſſed, and before} + 
the determination of any Council concerning them, a hkehhood® \ 


of ſome variance 1n their opinions. 2; 


2. And therefore when as ſome of their Teſtimonies affirm}? 
the nature of the Pread after Conſecration to be chang'd, Ambr., | 
de Myſt. init. c. 9. ſpeaking of this Sacrament, Benediftione etiam)? (> 
natuia ipſa mutatur (2. e.) miraculouſly ; Others, the nature of the?!” 
Bread after Conſecration to remain 1hil; I can neither altoge-} ( 
ther embrace the Anſwer (for making Antiquity unanimous}? .. 
of ſome Proteſtants to the jir/?, That by the change of Nature, A. 7 
1s meant only an accidental chanze of its now ſanttified condition; 
and uſage, tor lo we ſay ( urges Dr. Taylor, p. 271.) a man of a% 
good nature (1.e.) diſpoſetion , and that 1t 1s againſt our nature, , 
(2. e. ) our cuſtom and affettion: gyc. See the ike concerning the}! 
word | /zb/lance | in Flondect, 1n anfwer to a Latm Father, p.179.7 
notwithſtanding what Dr. Tayhr faith p. 324. nor the anfwers? 
of ſome Romunifts to the ſecond, that by the nature of Bread? ,; 
remaining, 1s meant only the remaining of the natural accidents, |, 
or the properties of Naturc, or ſpecies, or natura exterior, not n-Þ x; 
terior ſubſlantia, ( tho tis always to be remember'd, that the fourth}! | 
Opinion, in holding not only the ourward appearance, colour, and ® | 
figure, of the Bread to remain, but all other properties and ſen- + 
/ibles thereof; and beſides theſe, all the operations whatſoever, & 
which agree to the ſubſtance, as corporally nouriſhing, &yc. by mi- | ,_ 
race to remain tothele accidents, and that without any commu- * 
nication 470, or dependance apon the PBoay of Chriſt, but exiſtent 
by themiclves ; do indeed 7anrmm #97 hold allo the ſubſtance it 2 ;, 
ſelf to remain, ( fee O/. 3. p. 24) and methinks differ too little © 
from the 7471d Opinion, to make ſuch an abhorrence as ſome | 
Proteſtants entertain of the one, in compariſon of the other ). 7 pe 
Neither will 1 jultifie that Apology made by BeHarmin for ſuch Þ © 
a forc'd 1nterpretation ( ſee de Euch.l. 3. c 24.) concerning St. 
Auſtin, and (c. 27.) concerning Theodorer, namely, becauſe _ | 85 
wade 


* 


SS 
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75: wiſe ſuch a Father will be niade repugnare apertifſume Cyritlo, 
Te; Ambroſio, Nyſſeno, Epiphanio, Chryſoftomo, &c. his C AATICS 
> Ambroſio, Nyſſeno, þiphanno, ryſoftomo, &c. his Cotemporaries, 
= orcalſo his Maſters., For why may not fome of them differ in 
” ſomething concerning the manner of ſo high a Myſtery ( of 
Z which ſome of the acuteſt of the Roman Writers contels, there 
7 Z was no manifeſt evidence either from Scripture or Reaſon ) be- 
© fore things were yet fully difſcuſs'd and determin'd by the Church ? 


4 


. [= 


DICE Therefore neither need I undertake here a Confuration of thoſe 
od P Argumeats,.that are brought out of Fathers or ancient [.ytur- 
” gies againſt Tranſubſtantiation , in which the Fread is aftirm'd to 
2 remain after Conſecration, it thele alſo be not againſt (or do 
__ = eſtabliſh ) Conſub/tantiation ; or art lealt a ſubſtantial preſence lome 
7.5 other way of Chrilt's Boay to the ſymbols ( either read, or the 


A L ſpecies of Bread) preſently upon Prayer or Conſecration of theſe 
he? Elements. Which thing, were 1t once granted by the ſecond 
86-! Opinion, the neceflary conſequents thereof with reference to 
5M practice (of which more anon) are ſuch, that the conteſts be- 
= ” rween Conſubſtantiation and 7 ranſub/tantiation would quickly va- 
0:7 iſh. 

2” Now I think it wall appear, that many of thoſe moſt evident 
"C5. authorities that are urg'd again{t T1 ranſubſtantiation, yet confirm 
he © Conſubſtantiation:and ſo deſtroy as well the 'Tenent as of the fourrh, 
'2-'! ſo of thoſe of the fir/t and ſecond Opinion, who uſe them againſt 


1S% the fourrh. As for example ; The comparing of the /ncarna- 


£ 


ad - tion and the Euchariſt, ( 1.6.) the being of the Fread together 


{ + with the Yody of Chrift in the Sacrament, as of the /Zumane 
" Z Nature with the ZDiume in the /ucarnation, againlt Earyches 
2! about the time of Conc. Chalcedon : ( tho the fame compariſon be- 


d | {ore {Entyches 1s made by Zuftiz Martyr, and that in contellion 
#2 of this great myſtery to a Heathen Emperor, ) as 1t leems to 
"> make _ a change of the Bread, fo, to confirm the /nb/tantial 
= and real preſence of Chrilt's Body with the Bread. 


* 


It!” To name ſome particulars : 1. That noted place of Theodpret 
IC® in Eranift. Dial. 2. p. 87. not fully fer down by Dr. Taytor, p.321.. 
© # runs thus, as you find 1t alſo quoted fully in Z/ondel, eſclair- 
» cifſement ſur Euchariſtic, p. 59.--Eran. ( the Zatychian ) Aut ap- 
h 


TIE ot IIOPy: + 


= pellas dmnum quod offertur ante ſacerdotis invocationem? Orthod.-- 
S . a TN . . _ We » * . 
” Cibihn ex talibus ſeminihus--Eran. poſt ſanttificationem vero qu5moas 


» - bec apellas ? Orthod. Corpus Chriſt: & ſanguimem Chriſtz. Erxan.* 
"© Et credis te corpus Chriſti & ſanguinem percipere ? Orthod. ou 
- F 2 creds. 


t 
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credo. Eran. Sicut ergo ſymbola Domanici corporis & ſanguiniriye 
alia ſunt ante ſacerdotrs invocationem , poſt invocationem vero mu.Yad 
rantur, oy alia fiuns; ita Dominicum corpus poſt aſcenſiomem in Di-® At 
vimnam ſubſtantiam mutatum eſt. Orth. Retibus qua ipſe texuiſtiine: 
captus es. Neque enim ſiena myſtica per ſaniificationem recedunt e%ſu 
ſua natura ; manent enim in priori ſubſtantia & figura & forma, Yen 
vidert (fy anti x. 00g mas en; ntelliguntur autem ea eſe que fatta do! 
funt, 5 creduntur, &» adorantur, ut que la fint que creduntur.ch 
Confer igitur imaginem cum archetypo , &y videbis ſunil tudmem.% lor 
Tllud enim corpus | 7. e. poſt aſcenſinem | priorem habet formam <3 1p 
ercumſcriptionem, fy ut ſemel dicam, corports ſubſtantiam. [mmor-4 on 
tale autem poſt reſurreftionem, fy ummune a corruptione fattum®?! tu 
eft, ſedemgue a dextris adeptum ; &y ab omni creatura adoratur, guiay cl 
Domini-nature corpus appellatur. Here the later part ( which 1s} af] 
omitted by Dr. Taybr ) ſhews Thecdoret to believe, the conſecra-(? vo 
ted Elements to contain, and ſomeway to be made Chriſt's Boay,'s in: 
as well as to remarn what they were formerly ; and to be ws | 
as being zdeed, what they are belrev'd to be. Which aavration,s Fi 
I hope, cannot be due to Bread. T heodoret therefore, at the leaſt, # ye 
held Conſubſtautiation. But had 7 headoret not held Chrilt's Foy qt 
preſent with the Pread, inſtead of the later part | zntell;gunzur gc. |; 1t 
he might more readily have deſtroy'd the Suppolition of the $1c 
ayokiens ( namely, the mutation of Bread into the Body of |} fo 
Chriſt) in denying Chriſt's PBoay to be there at all, either wwi7h# to 
or inſtead of the Fread. Belides this, the DoRor joins another Þ 
place, out of Dal.1.p.18. On which ( having not quoted the words 
perlectly ) he deſcants thus | the words are ne? capable of an an-\ m 
fer, if we obſerve that , he ſaith, there 75 no change made, but |” 
anly Grace ſriperadded, m all —_ elſe the things are the ſame. | | 
'Thus he. | But the paſſage in the Author 1s this : Orthod. Sil. 7 ne 
vator noſier nomina permutauvit, &y corpori guidem, id quod erat tl 
Jymboli uomen, mpoſuit : {ymbolo vero quod erat corports.--F.ran. Yel-7 1 
lem permngationts nominum cauſam ediſcere. Orthod. Manifeſtus 
eft [copas is, qui Dioms myſterits ſunt mittatt. Yolebat enim eos | 11 


gu Divins myſterns participant, non attenaere naturam eorum qua 2 p 
cernuntur ; ſed, per nominum mutationem, mutationi, que ex gratia.. 7 
fatta eſt, fidem adhibere. ai enim corpus naturale frumentum To. |. 

12. 24. Oy panem ]o. 6. apellavit, & vitem rurſus ſeipſum nomma- | 1, 
vit, is viſabilia ſymbola corporis ty ſanguinis appellatione honor tit ; ©" ti 
non naturam mutans, ſed nature gratiam addens. Where the Au- |: ( 
thor plainly affirms a change ( tho not of the nature of the Bread, © e: 


yet) 


>- ts 19% 
a ” v4.7; 4 
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mi. yet) in the Sacrament, upon Conſecration | mutation! fidem 
mu Jadhibere | — by Chriſt's Zody then being here, and, as there, 
or 


A 


3; 


But ſuppoſe the Entychian {till - preſs 'd the ſabFance of the 
feaſt to be chang'd, as thar®of Pread in the Euchariſt ; 


dy it will not follow neceflarily, that there muſt be one too 11 the: 


, 


thy too, 1t follows not, If that one Creature _ be chang'd into: 


#n- mach 'for Theodoref. + 

ut. 7 Concerning that of Gela/ius, quoted by Dr. Taylor, p. 324: 
ze. © | T hat the Sacraments of the Boay, yg. are a Divine thing, yet ceaſe: 
al. * not to be the ſubtance or nature of Bread and Hine) In the lame place 
at the ſame Author ſaith, mutar: Panem Spiiitu Santo. per fietente: 
el. im ſubFtantiam Divinam. And ſee him by PBhondel p. 5c. rec- 
4s 7 kon'd amongſt the Authors that hold the Elements: to be chang @ 
0s © into the Body aud Blood of Chriit, 1n his fixth Propoſition. 
£ © This therefore at the leaſt will amount to Conſubitantiation, ke: 
ia. 5 T heodoret's. 

o. | 5. Concerning that noted place of St. Ambroſe, De Sacram. 
a- |; 1.4. 6.4. quoted by Dr. Tayhr, p. 306. the words are thele, $; 
'; © tautavis eft m ſermone Domint, ut ea inciptant eſſe gue nou erant' 
i- |} ( he refers to pſe dixit o& fafta ſung ) quanto mags operatorins 
d, | ef, ut ſint queerant, & im aliud commutentur. Here the _ 
T | Natura 
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natural meaning ſeems to be (as Bellarmmn obſerves) ut gue es 
rant /int, an{wering to the former | guaz non erant ncipiant efje 
(7. 6. ). ut gue craut maneant quamuis mutata. As 1n anothe; 
Treatiſe, De MySter. mit. c. 9. he ſaith, non minus et novas rebu 
dare, quam mutare, naturas. And in the {ame Chapter, our of which 
the tormer Teſlimony 1s taken, are alſo theſe words, Pans 1ftt8. 
paints ft ante verba conſecratioms : nh acceſſerit conſecratio de pani 
fit caro Chriſtz, But ftuppole him to hold no change here of th& 
ſtance of the Bread, yet mult he mean ſome real change eftectet#** 
by God's Omnipotence, beyond the Bread's being 'chang'd fron ,, 
Common to a facred ule; and this ſuch, as puts the ſzb/tantr, mp 
preſence of Chriſt's Body ar leaft with the Bread; ſince he tup® 4 
poſeth a miraculous operation ſJome-way upon Nature. But tht, 
ſhall be clear d mare anon. -— 


"W 


a That Saying of St. Auſtin's Sermon to the New-Baptiz'dÞ _ 
recited by Pulgentins, Baptiſm. Athiop. lat. cap. and Bede i 4 
1 Cor. 10. Quod vidiſtis pants ff by calix, quod nobrs etiam oculi renunk vo 
ciant , quod auntem fides veſtra poſtu/at inſtruenda , pants eft corpus f 
Chriſti, gy calix eſt. ſangurs. In this later clauſe, that at leaſtf” | 
the Boay of Chriſt 1s affirm'd ſubſtantially preſent with the Pread oy 
ice what F have ſaid Obſerv. 2. _ And conſider alſo his moving# : 
the doubt 1n the ſame: place, ſince Chriſt was now aſcended in ” 
Body into Heaven, guomodo eft pants corpus ejus; & calix, vel quod; ” 
habet calix, guomodo eft ſanguts ejus ? where he anſwers, --i/ta fra-% f 
rres ideo dicuntur Sacramenta, quia in illis aliud videtur, alind inÞ _ 
telligitur. Quod videtur ſpeciem habet corporalem ; quod intelligitur( Ba 

Jructum hahet ſpiritualem. By which | aliud inteÞigitur | 1t hep 
meant only the benefits of Chriſt's Body and BI ſhed upon ® - 
the Croſs, which are receiv'd in the Sacrament, ſurely he wouldF "8 
have faid | efl frutus ſpiritualis, and not habet fruftum, gc. | but " 
this word ntel{ijzitur fy non videtur is frequently uſed by him, E. { 
concerning Chrilt's Body, tho preſent with the Sacrament ; be-x 
cauſe the /ymbols only, and not 77, are preſent there to the /i2ht | wh 
or ſenſes. Tho we are to underſtand 7? to be there alſo, as ap- W, 
pears out of many other places of St. Auſtin, quoted before. + 


( 
* 
% 


Cration call d' Bread; and of ſomething ſaid of the /t2ns or {ym- 


bols, % 


ein 
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Þols, not agreeable to Chriſt's Body. As for this later, ſince the 
. #7 ranſubſtantialiſts, as well as the reſt, affirm ſymbo/s atter Conle- 
ration, diſtinct from the Yody ( fee Of. 2.) I fee not how it 
akes again{t any Opmon. As for the former, as long as it can 
be ſhew'd, that the Fathers with that they call'd read hold a 
,/ub/tantial preſence (ſome way or other ) of our Saviour's Foay, 
At the Anſwer of the Tranſub/tantialits ( {et down belore) mis- 
Hnterpret their meaning , yet at the moſt, ſuch a 7erm will but 
Eprove Conſubſtantiation, which oppoſeth not our Polition. 

* © As for that Propolitign, fſo* uſual in the Fathers, hat 7he 
. 8Bread rs Chriſts Hoay, | preſs'd by ſome Proteſtants, as 1ncouſiſtent 
Mot only with 7rans-- but Con-ſubſtantiation, and . the words of 


thi 


i 


pus 
7.t with the 7ranſnub/tantialſt, they mult with the Cahomi/t ; and 
i ( he Sc/hoo/men alſo brought 1n_ to oppole 1t, fee londel p. 155. ] 
6) an{wer, This Propoſition, Fc pars eff corpus menm, as 1t 1s d1- 
ny erlly explam'd, feems proper enough to be uſed by any of the 
. Whree Opinions. Firſt, by thoſe who hold a /ub/iantial converſrou 
'* for indecd at Iealt lome of thoſe Fathers who uſe this phraſe, 

yet ſecm clearly to hold a ſaſtantial converſion ( as I ſhall ſhew 

Enon ); and the ſame Fathers, who fay, bat the Pread 1s the 
BBody of Chrift, fay the Bread 1s 1o by a change) tor 1t may be 
14 Znterpreted thus ; Fic pants conſerratus ( 1.6.) mutalnts per con- 
; Qccratronem £fft Corpus Domini. Pants denoting the former anat- 
n er, or the 7erm mus a Guo. Such a Speech 15 not unordinary _— 
'#a ſudden change, tee £xod. 7.12. where f4aron's Rod 1s laid to 
; acvonr the Magicians Rods: Aaron's Rod ( 1.6.) turn'd to a Ser- 

Epent, decoaur'd, fc. See ſomewhat like this, ver. 19, 20, 21. where 
P” #the Vater already tumn'd into rod, ver. 20. notwithitanding 

#15 calld ater afterward, ver. 21. Aud they could not drink of 

the Water of the River ; the Hater ( 7.e.) now turn into Blood, 
+ wSce the like Job. 2. 9. | Aud when the Ruler of the Feiſt had taſted 
"ihe Water that was made Wine | (7.6. ) had taſted the J/ine made 
p ot the Hater, But more clpecially here may fuch a denomina- 

be t10NR. 


Y 
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'Schoolmen fay, that it Jn_y contradicts ; but in the mor& 


A Diſcourſe onthe EUCHARIST. 


tion be made, than after other changes, becauſe there remainsF7 
even in the 7 ranſub/tantialiſts opinion, ſtill ſomething ( namely, al® 
that which 1s any way. /ex/ib/c ) of the former ſubltance. & 

Bat 24y, the {ame propo/ition may as well be uſed by thoſe why” 
hold a Conſubſtantiation of Chriſt's body with. the bread $til] re th 
m14ining : not taken 1n ſuch a ſenſe, whereof BeMarmmn and the 


qualified and moderate ſenſe , ſet down Y. 3. As pointing a ol 
vellels filled with ſeveral liquors, we ordinarily fay, This vetleF** 
1s wine, that beer gc. or, hc purpuratus eff Rex; So the pros 
poſition, Sub hoc pare eft corpus Chriiti, into which the Lutheran 
relolves it, 1s-as remote from contradiction as the propoſition, ſul + 
fpecie hujas pants eff &c, the relolution of the Tranſubſtantias ; n 
d15t, . x | 
3/y. The ſame prope/ition may bear only a fieurative ſenſe Y'® 
"_ am en or, / am the avor : keeps 1n relations 
to ſome real effect, which it ſignifies to be produced by it. So we 
may ſay, 7 his bread 15 my boay, (1.e.) a figure, /ign; repreſentatio 
thereof, but not only ſo : Bur, 7h:s bread 1s my boay, (1. e.) by 
or Wwth, or upon the. receit of this bread, -by his mouth, to the 
worthy communicant in his ſoul 1s exhibited or given at thg 
ſame time my 1rae and real body : or in Dr. Tailor's 'words,p.266} 
After conſecration and bleſſme ( 1.e. of the bread gyc,) it 7s real © 
Chriſt's body, which is verily and indeed taken of the faithful m th 
the Lord's ſupper. Thus he. The words are ambiguous, but BS* 
gueſs by the reſt of his book, that he means by | z? zs | not thg 
bread 1s, for he holds Chriſt's rea/ body not preſent to the breagg”* 
or /ymbols , but only to the ſpirit w the worthy receiver off-: 
the lanctified bread, ( ſee p. 65.) but that which the ſouls of thil © 
faithful receive, whilſt with their 92ourhs they receive the half 
lowed bread, 1s Chry/?'s real body. Which tenſe of, the propolis of 


tion, this bread is my body, doth not ſeem to conform ſo {tri&tlf th 
to the words, as either of the former do; becauſe the body, i © 
-004 : 


this 34. ſenſe, hath not fo near a relation to the bread, as in thF; 
other. - y 

This laſt zmterpreration 1s granted by all the other, as Fookens (7 
obſerves; for all grant a preſence of Chryft's real body to the ſoulf Ye 
bur more alſo 1s affirmed by them, as the other expreſſions of th "* 
Farhers will clearly evince, who make ( whether by Conſut/tanti Ke 
ation, or Tranſukſtantiation, or ſome other way ) ſon.e miraculut} l 
ejj vet upon conſecration of the elements, whereby Chriſt's body be k «nt 
Come 
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ring comes really and ſubſtantially preſent together with the ſubſllance, or 
at leaſt with the properties, of the bread; with which miraculous 


” Refe#cither of the former interpretations well confilts, but not the 


whe747rd; fince they utterly deny either any ſubſtantial or any 0- 
ther way miraculous chanze about the ſymbols. 
th: 7-, 50 tor the guotazions made by Blhondel, cap. 12. and by 
107 Dr- 7 a//or, p. 1c4. of many Schoohnen and Defors of the Church 
; 2g of Rome, even lince the deciſion of Councils contelling 7ranſub- 
(Ie Zantiarion not clearly provable from Scripture or reaſon , amonglt 
pro which ſee the concetlion of FeAHarmzin huuſelt in his Anſwer to a 
-r Lutheran urging theſe Schoolmen as on his ſide, de Zach. 3.4.23.C. 
{uf} Tho all thele affirm the ſame 7ra»ſubſtantiation clear from Fa- 
jtiz8thers and Tradition ; yet for this alſo, if you will, I will ſup- 
poſe 1t not clear from an unanimous conſent of Antiquity , 1. e. 
#1n {uch a manner that zone of them held rather Conſubſtantiation. 
tio Perhaps the quotations in Dr. 7azor p. 285. may have ſomething 
walin them to this purpoſe, but for want of books I cannot examin. 
7572 what ſenſe they are ſpoken, excepting that of P. Lombard. 
\ by Ot whom t1s not amiſs to give you ſome account: becauſe, as Dr. 
the Tailor truly faith, 1t was his deſign to colle& the ſentences of the 
FFathers 1n certain heads or articles. He therefore, after many 
662 {entences of the Fathers recited to that purpoſe, concludeth the 
Jp 10. 41/t. ( 1mmediately precedent to the words quoted by the Dr.) 
] ehus; Ex his aluſgue pluribus conſtat, verum corpus Chriſti & ſan- 
ur Bgumem in altar efſe;, imo mtegrum Chriſtum 161 ſub utraque ſpe- 
the; & ubtantiam panis in corpus ( i.e. ſome way or other ) v- 
ea /#74e ſubſtantiam im ſanguinem convertt, (The hke 1s ſaid betore 
- of 9 4ift. li. B. A malis ſub Sacramento ( ſci. ſub ſpecie viſioilt.) caro 
"th Chriſti de Virgine ſumpta gy ſanguis pro nobis fuſus ſumitur. ) Al- 
ha} ter this follow the words quoted by Dr. Ta:/or: wherein he doubts 
off of the manner of the converſion of the bread, whereot he names 
&1& three ſeveral ways ; One, 7b ſubſtautiam panis & vim remanere, 
, ;B © 11dem corpus Chriſtz eſſe; & hac ratione dict, iam ſubſtantiam 
LM (1c. ) pants, fiert i/tam (1.c. ) corports ; guia ub et h.ec, & est illa. 
Z This opimon he rejeas, ſaying, ſed quod non /it ibi ſubſtantia, nit 
bi corpus Oy Jangurs Chriſt, ex pradidtis oy ſubditis aperte oftenattur. 
ul Yet note that he writ betore Conc. Lateran. A tecond way he 
ths Names 1s, fic ſubſtuntiam converti m ſub/tantiam, ut has (1. e. ) pa- 


nhl 1s effentraliter fiat ia (1. e.) corports Chriſti ; 1. e. that that, 
11 which was the ſubſtance of the bread, 1s afterward not annthi- 
© lated, but becoming the ſubltance of Chrilt's body : of this he 


G diſ- 


''re 


n 
Ka 


FL 
WAY ic 


41 


42 A Diſcourſe en the EUCHARIST, 
diſcourſeth B. C. and anſwers an obje&ion againſt it. The 31d] 


way he mentions ( /zera D.) 1s, panem /ic tranſire m corpus Chri 
ſti,” ut ubierat panis nunc eFt corpus Chriſti, oy» ſubſtantia panis {© 
313i redigitur in nihiſum : and of theſe two laſt he ſaith, defining 
on ſufficio ;, and ſee him, notwithſtanding this | definire non ſuffi fa 
cio | numbred by Plondelamong the firſt Tranſub/tantiators, p.212Y 0! 
and ſee what Calum ſaith of him, ZnF?. 4. l. 17.c.13. s. Judggic 
then whether the ſecond opinion had any reaſon to make ule off 
ſuch a quotation ; and 1#I may adviſe you, truſt not me,nor others 
in our citations, but, if you can, conſult the authors, and ſee th 
context. Yet in general I anſwer. All this makes nothing tor) 
the fir or ſecond opinion, or againſt our preſent propo/ttion : be 
caule what thoſe Roman Doctors ſay, 1s ſpoken of Tranſub/tantia® 
tion only in'compariſon to the 7hird opinion, which they ſuppoſed? _ 


aa SO 


wight conteſt with it for Scripture-evidence, not to the j or} !1 
ſecond, ( by the third T mean, the remarning after conſecration with} ec 
Chriſt's true body not only the properties, but the ſubſtance of the b1 
bread, ) whilſt meanwhile they afhrm, _ the fir? and ſecong be 
opinion, the rae ſubſtance of Chriſt's body ( ſome way or other) "© 
With the elements, from Scripture it ſelf to be moſt clear and evi} "© 
dent. Therefore Mr. Þ/onaet's ſaying in the 7i7le of that chap-F 
ter, that they confeſſed the 2xpe/itions of Proteſtants compatible withy th 
the words of the Goſpel, and St.Paul, 1s true indeed ; bur 1t 1s only © 
of ſome Proteſtants ( namely the Zutherans) of another perſwa-Y V 
{ion than he, or Dr. Tailor. See Dr. Tathr p. 104. where he con-# _ 
feſſeth theſe Authors to he for Conſub/tantiation only, and the} 
being of Chriſt's natura/ body ( tho they deny the body to be inf P! 
the Euchariſt modo naterali, as Dr. Tathr cannot but know ) toge-M © 
ther with natural bread. Yet indeed they cannot be {aid to be x 

0 


for conſubFanttation neither, ſince iranſubſtantiation 1s their te-F 
zent alſo, whillt they profeſs themſelves to acquieſce in the} * 
Church'es determination, but this not from conviction of Scrp-Þj *© 


ture or reaſon, but evidence of 7radition. P! 

; = 20, 

K A.XA Having premiſed thus much, to ſhew that any arguments from | 2 
Aeuments Anyuquity, tho —_— to be againſt TranſubFtantiation, yet if Ju 
that they they pat Conſubſtantiation, or lome other manner of Subſtantial fyj 


beld corporal Preſence of Chrilt's Body with the conſecrated elements, pre- |} ” 
& 


preſence. judice not at all our preſent propoſal ſet down p .33. I pro-F H 
with the ceed to confirm it, And this, y- 
1pols. : 49 
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Con. Inſtead of which our Z#n2hjh hath theſe words : Hear us 


O «Merciful Father, and grant that we recerumg theſe thy Creatures 
of bread and wine, according to thy Sou our Saviour's holy Tuſtitution, 


© 1m remembrance of his death and paſſion, may be partakers of his moji 
# blejJcd body and blood &c. but no prayer that thoſe elements may 


7i,} be made his body and blood. 


And from thole ordinary expre/ſtrns in the Fathers, whereby is 
ſgnihed not only the A and blood of Chriſt to be recerv- 
ed in the ation or communication of the Sacrament ; but rhe 
bread and wine 7o be, to be made, to be changed mio; of them tx 
be mad? Chrilt's body and blood, not by the virtue of worthy 
receiving, but by the virtue of the conſecration ( preceding the 
recelving, ) gu. fit Dominicts verbis, (therefore thele in no Li- 
turgy onutted,) gy rvoratione Drivin nommirs. See many of 
thele expreilions in P/ondel, 4. c. 4, 5, 6, 7, propoſ. and Ca//and. 
conſult. art. 10. The Fathers calling the Euchariſt Chriſt's body 
when 7 altari, when mn manibus Sacerdorts , ( hoc ipſum corpus 
Magi habuerunt m preſepi, nos m altait; 11h im ulus Mulieris, nos 
in manibus Sacerdotis, &c. Chryſo5t.) which ſhews, that what 


| preſence they held of Chriſt's body in the Sacrament, they held it 


ante uſum, with the conlecrated elements , and not only with 
the worthy receiver. Theſe two exprethons, to he reverenced 
for antiquity, 1 find in S. /enatins Biſhop of Antioch An. Dom. 
1. his Epiſtles, ( I mean thoſe Epiſtles free from the paraphrate 
allowed hy Archbiſhop Oſher and Dr. F/ammond, ( one 1n Lp. ad 
Philadelphicos. $1 quis schiſma facrieutem jequitur, regnum Let 


non hereditat. --Stude icitur una Fuchariſiia uti; una enim caro 


Domini noftri Feſu Chrijti, &f unus calix im unonem ſangumis 1þ- 


E /14s, nnwn a/tare, ty unus Epiſcopus cum Presbyterts &c. the other 
& in Ep. ad Smyruzxos : Quid enim juvat me quis, ſt me laudat, Do- 


wa, 


| mmum antem meum blaſphemat, non confitens ipſum carniferum 
| ( who {aid alfo, ſecundum videri ipſum paſſum ee betore this ) 


afterward it follows; ab Enchariſtia fy oratione recedunt (TT heo- 
daet dial. 3. quotes it, ob/atione recedunt ) proprer non Cconfiteit 


s LAhariftiam cat nom Offe Safoatorts nojirr Jeſu Chrijli pro peccats 
G2 


nofttts 


Firſt , from that aſua/ prayer in the conſecration of theſe 1. 7 heir af. 
elements 1n all Liturgies and Mrſ/als, ( of the antiquity of which jirming a 
anon, ) ut? Deus Spiritu ſuo done ſanctificet, faciatgue ea corpus ty change of the 
faneumem Filit ſur. Blondel p. 469 conftefleth this phratc not elements 111- 
only 1n the modern forms, but 1n all the other ancicnt /.77nrgies, 19 Chriſt's 
c. 21. yet 1s this phraſe laid afide in the forms of the Reforma- body. 


44 
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noftris paſſam, quam benignitate Pater reſuſcitavit. Contradicente 
ergo huic dono Dei, perſerntantes moriuntur ; conferens autem eſſe 
1p/is diligere, ut reſurgant. 


Secondly, From their affirming ſuch a change of the elements, 


as was miraculous ; miraculous in tuch a manner, as that, atter theh 
words of Conſecration, w:th, made of,.or inftead of, the ſubſtance off 


the read, &c. is the ſubſtance of the Boay of Chrait ;, that Boay | 
which was born of the B. Virgin : Some of them at leaſt — | 


1t {uch a chanze, as that the ſubFtance or nature of Bread ceaſet 


to be ; and ſaying, that our ſenſes, for this matter, were not to be 
trated; in whom are found alſo ſome of the modern phrate;$ 
of the Carholicks and Schoohmen. T will ſet you down lome off 
them : Aguam _—_— mutavit in vinum, (fc. oy non erit dignus} 


cu credamus quod vinum m ſanguinem tranſmutavit ? Quare cu 


omni certitudine corpus & ſangumem Chriſti ſumamas, Nam {ub 


ſpecte panis datur 1bi corpus, & ſub ſpecie vini datur ſangais. 
Cyril. Fieroſ. Benedifiome etiam natura iþſa mutatur ( natura, 1.e. 


of the Bread and Wine )---ſermo ergo Chriſti qui potuit ex nihili 


facere, quod non erat; non poteſt ts, que ſunt, in 1d mutare, guo 


non erant ? Non minus eſt novas rebus dare, quam mutare, naturas. 
Ambr.---Srmo Chriſti immutat quando vult inſiituta nature, ap-y 


plied to the Euchariſt, as it ſomething in Nature 1s there chang'd;} 
Ambr. de Sacr. l. 4. C. 4. ---tHac tribuit, virtute beneditF1onts 1m Cor-l 


pus ſuum, rerum, que videntur, 1.e. pants (ty vin naturam mutans, 


Greg. Nyſl.----/no1/ibilis ſacerdos wviſtbiles creaturas m ſubſtantiam|s 


corports & ſangumis verbo ſuo ſecreta / 17 nee immutat.--- Ante guam| 


mnvocatione [tu nomints conſecretur, ſubſtantia illic et panis oy vi} 
Pot veroum autem Chriſti corpus oy ſangurs eft Chriſtz. Aud mi-Þ 
rum: autein 1 ea FUL verbo creare porut, poſit creata convertere!8 
2c.---Ceſarins Arelat. quoted by Flondel p. 69.---Ve ergo conjide-B 


res tanguam nudum panem oy nuduns vinum ; eſt enim corpus 


Jenzurs Chriſti, ſecundum pins Domint verba ; quamuts enim ſen- 
fus hoc tibr ſuggerit, tamen fides te confirmet, ne ex gullu rem ju-Þ 
dices. Foc ſeiens oy pro certifſimo habens, panem himec, qui w1de-Þj 
znr a nobis, non ef/e panem etiamſe guſtus panem eſſe ſentiat, ſea 
e&/je corpus Chriſti, fc. Cyr. Hier. Catech. 4. Myltzg. Here ob-B 


erve, that the preſence of ChriiF's Boay is applicl not only to 
the Rccerrer, but 'to the Elements; elſe why ſhould the Fathers 


preſs the miſtakes and errors of ſenſe about the Elements ? For Þ 
what Protcitant warns his: Scholars of a fa/lacy of their ſenſes Þ 
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\{$- 
Ws 


11 


1 Diſcourſe on the EUCHARIST. 4% 


in the Euchariſt ?----Chryſoft. 1 Mat. Hom. 83. Credamus ubique 
Deo, nec repugnemus er etiamſt ſenſur fy cogitationt notre abſur- 
dum efje wideatur quod dicit---quonitam ergo ile dixit, Hoc elt corpus 
meum, x. Num vides panem ? num vinum? num ſicut religui cibi 
# 71 ſece//um vadunt ? ab/it, ne cogites: quemadmodum enim {1 cera ini 
| adhibita 111 aſfumilatur, nihil ſubFtantize remanet, nihil ſuperflurt , 
_ /ic &» bic pura, myſteria conſumi corporis ſubFantia, Chryi. Hom. 
de Euch. 1n Enccenus.---Forte dicas, aliud wideo, quomodo tu miſt 
aſſerts, quod Chriſti corpus accipiam ; quantis probamnus exemplis; 
E c2c.---Pants iſle panis eſt ante verba Sacramentorum, ubi acceſſerit 
® conſecratio, de pane fit caro Chriſti. Ambr. Beſides theſe, methinks 
ef two paſlages 1n Dr. 7 ay/ors Book ( tho not urg'd by him to ſuch 
; off a purpoſe ) one p. 320. of the Zzurychians, uling this principle or 
nus argument ( now all proof procceds a notior? ad minus notum ) 
mY that 1n the Sacrament the read was changed into Chrilt's Zoay, 
{ubF to prove that ſo the FZuman Nature might be 1nto the Drvme ; 
airs. And anorher p. 343. of Averroes his faying, That the Chriſtians 
7.68 Fat therr God: Do ſhew, that a ſub/tantial change of the Pread 
{10 1nto Chriſt's YBoay, was not fo rare an Opinion 1n the Church 
od in ancient times. They allo uſe words very emphatical for to 
ras.Þ expreſs ſuch a change of the Pread ; fee them ſet down 1n loud; 
ap-W p. 156. in Dr. Zayhr p. 267. The Creek Fathers, wer-foa?, v*- 
7 4, Tagueur TuC, pETEmoinois, MET&INHIWOS, ATE UVIWI1T. The Za 
or-M8 tins, conver/io mutatio, tranſit1o, migratio, transfiguratio. And they 
115.K prove the poſlibility of ſuch a change ( as they ſuppoſe) made 
am in the Elements, from God's Ommyporency ; and from leveral 71: 
am ſtances of other changes; but all ſuch, as they. concerve mracu- 
nf /ous, done by the Power of God in the O/4 Tcſtiment, and by 
127-F our Saviour in the New. Among which inſtances theſe are 
e?f very uſual, 7he Creation, with a Word, of all thmgs at firſt ont 
de. of Nothing ; Than which how much ealier to change the Nature 
OF of things already in being? The Rod of Moſes chaug'd mito a 
-n-8 Serpent. The Water of Nie mito Blood. The fetching Water ons 
146-8 of the Reck. T he arudng of the Red Sea, and of Jordan. Fliah's 
7e.$ word bringing Fire from Heaven. Eliſha's making the [ron to ſwim: 
ed Gur Sauurs changing Water mto Hine ( a frequent inſtance. ) Our 
b-B Savionr's preternatiral Conception of a pure Virgin; comparing 
toÞ this union of Chrift and the ſymbols (-for the fourth Opinion 
rs Þ allo holds ſomcthing of the Bread remaining with Chriſt's Boy } 
© with the /ncarnation, with the change of the Bread that our S3- 
= your eat 1nto his Body by Nutrition ; with Angels appear - 
ing 
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ing to men in bod:ly ſhapes ; with man's being regenerate, made 
new creature, phony 4. of the Divine Nature, Fleſh of Chrilt's Fleſh 
and Bone of his Bone, by the Spirit. Which laſt, tho ſome Wrif 
ters ( Phond. c. 4. ſ. 8. prop.17.) bring 1n as a Diminutive of the 
pretended —_— of the Sacramental elements , yet St. Paul calls 
it a great myStery Eph. 5. and St. Auſtin, a greater «ffet# of Gods 
power than the Creat.on ; and Chryſo/tom (10 Foh. c. 3. v. 6. that 
which ts born of the Spirit zs Spirit) 1aith, Formatio prim ho 
minis oy mulieris ex latere ejus; Heliſcet preterea nuraculum, qu 
ex fundo ferrum revocautt ; tranſitus Fudworum per rubrum mare 
piſcing ab Angelo commotio ; mundatio Naaman Syri a lepra mm For 
dane; hac omnagenerationem (y purgationem futuram,ranguam 1m fi 
gura, permonſtrarunt. Laſtly, with the change of our Yoates that 
{hall be at the Peſarrefon. b 

They urge ſome difficulties about 1t, not incident to a change: 
only of ſanification, as tor example ; yen. Catech. Orat. c.3"7 
Cum ſolum illud corpus, quod Deum ſuſcepit, hanc gratiam acceWu 
perit ---tut per communionem immortalis noſtrum fattum fit parſbr: 
ticeps incorruptionts , oportet conſiderare, guomodo fieri queat , uti. - 
cum unum illud' corpus affudue per totum orbem tot fidelium mi/li$he 
bus impertiatur, torum cujuſgue per partes evadat, ty. in ſeipſo towh 
zum permaneat. Chryſ. l. 3. de Sacerdotio, ſpeaking of the Sacra{the 
ment, O miraculum---qui cum Patre ſurſum ſedet in illo temporisCb: 
articulo omnium manibus pertraftatur ac ſe ipſe tradit volentibusM, 
Yum accipere. They forbid enquiring after the quomoao ( nun-Fſux 
guam im tam ſublimibus rebus ( guomodo) aut cogitemus aut profeÞeor 
rammns. Cyr. Alexand.) and frequently exhort the people to a firmſn 
belief, without any doubting of the truth thereof. ZEp:phan®ha 
Anchorat. p. 60. ( bringing 1t in for a /omile, How Man may beffma 
Gods Image ) ſaith of the Eucharilt, /:demus equale i/lud non c//e, Wor 
nec ſumile, non ſuſcepte carnis magint, non divinitati ft, que wviMhe 
der non poſit, non membrorum lineamentis ac notis. {Und enim r0- x] 
tundum et &y ſenſus expers ; &y nthilominus ex gratia pronunciare@he 
voluit; Flor menm ct, hoc. Neque quiſqguam eft, qui er ſermont fi-Weut 
dem nou adhibeat ( tor fo in their giving It, the Prieſt ancientlyÞwh 
{ud Corps Chriſtz, and the Communicant an{wer'd Amen. Ambr. 
ae Sac. l. 4. C. 4. Apoſt. Conſt. I. 8. c. 20.) Nam qui verum illum, 
( 2. e.) ſermonem, or Chriſtum, eſſe non creat, a gratia oy ſalute} 


prorſus excidit, verum quodcungue tandem audierimus, aut credide-ei 
1anins, tjths ofje credimus, %.-- As B. Forbes allo notes 
d Finch. !. 1. 1. j. 27, That the Faith more properly requirdF 

Ty. 
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at the receiving the Sacrament, -1s, ea fides gua creditur yerbo 
e MM Chriſtz dicentts, Foc eff corpus meum : credere Chriſlum efje bt 
"leſhF eriam carne vivificatrice praſentem. Of which S. Auſtin ſaith, 
N ri Crede oy manducaFt:. | | 

the Conlidering the foreſaid paſſages in the Fathers, methinks T 
miſs ſome candor in Mr. Z/enael, ( 1f perhaps he intended to make 
7042 hiſtory of the Fathers opinions 1n this matter, ) that whereas 
he is 1o punctual in the 87h. propoſ. of the 4h. cap. he 1s ſo re- 
miſs in the 674. eſpecially in not taking notice of the mracu- 
houſn:ſs the Fathers held 1n the change, and their recourſe to 0m- 
nipotency for it ; as ikewiſe of ſome other things I ſhall mention 
anon. See for the truth of the 7hmmps T have ſaid in this Se- 
Ction, the authorities quoted by £/2n9. 4. c. 6. prop. and more at 
large in PeHarmin's whole 2d. book de Euch. or in 4. ſent.11. d/t.1. 
E& 3./edf?. But it you defire more perteCtly to inform your ſelf, (be- 
cauſe guoarioms are but ſhort preces diſmembred from the conzexr, 
nd glofles are made upon them according to the intereſt of the 
or1ter that ſelefts them ;) ſpend an hour or two 1n a publick 11- 
ParFbrary, and read more _—_y theſe, .4mbroſ de mySt. mtiand. g. 
ule. ---De Sacr. 4.1. 4. and 5. c. where alſo you ſhall find the Canon of 
/1he Maſs not differing trom the preſent, in any thing of thole 
70-$which the Reformed diſlike in the preſent Maſs, tave in one, where 
ra-Fthe elements, but before conſecration, are called fignra corporrs 
r1SgChristi. See Cyril Hero. catech. myſtag. 4. Chryſot. FHom- 83. 1 
DUBLMatt. ---Greg. Nyfſ: orat. catech. 36,37. c. --Euſeb. Emyſſen. or the 
Suppoſed author quoted in Z/ond. p. 69. ſerm. 5. de Paſchate, de 
{orpore Domini. Now that you need not fear leſt rou ſhould take 
in the 7e/timonies of ſome age by the Reformed difallow'd ; know 
that Mr. Blonde! holds no dofrime of Tranſubftantiation to be 
maintained t1]] after the 1074. age; no alteration of doctrine a- 
bout the Euchariſt ll after (in the Eaſtern Church ) the -2þ; 1n 
he Weſtern Church, the 87h. age ; no change of lingurge and 
xpreſſion, 111l, in the Eaſtern Church, the $74 ;, in the Weſtern, 
eFthe 5th. So that any author for the firſt 600 years may be 1c- 
urely quoted ; and therefore in the preſent Canon of the Maſs, 
which 1s granted by Proteſtants to be the fame as 1n Gregory the 
reat's time, all things are acknowledged conformable to the 
werine of uncorrupted Antiquity. AT whetans expreſſions 
'Kconcerning the —s one” are made by that Conſtantingpolitan Coun- 
-Jxcil under Conflantine Copronymus in the ZaF?, and by. that of 


- LFrancfort under Carolus M. in the He, are by Mr. Bloudel held 


or tho- 
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orthodox. See therefore thoſe paſſages in the one, Blond. p. 38 
Ainſi Þ image a” iceluz (1.e. the Euchariſt ) ef ſamte, come eſtan; 
deifee per certaine ſanetification ae grace : and ---arnſi ſon bon plai 
E gue par Þ entremiſe du ſacrificateur, qui fait Þ offrand e 
tranſpor tant ce gui ef commune a ce qui et ſamt, le pain de I E 
chariſtie come image non menſongere de ſa chair naturelle ſainctifie 
par Þ autyenement du Saint Eſprit, devmFt corps divim.--. And 1 
the other, Blond. p. 411. Car F/ myſtere au ſang ty du corps di 
Seienieur ne doit pas maintenant eftre dit image, mats verite &c 
and p. 412. Christ a pas dit ceſte eSt I'rmmage de mon corps; maify 
cecy eff mon corps &c. whether they do not argue ſuch a chanz: 
of the elements, as the Reformed will not affent to, and the pre 
ſence of Chriſt's body (whatever 1t 1s 1n the Euchariſt ) to be 
with the Symbols. | 
3. From their 'effer:mg to God the Zucharif? as a Sacrifice, be 
force their communicating 1t as a Sacrament, with giving ſuck 
attributes, and 1mputing ſuch operations unto it, as ſeem plainly 
to evince, that whatever preſence of Chriſt's boay there is ( and req 
the ſecond opinion faith it 18 ) 1n receiving the Sacrament, to thi 
wor thy communicant, the {fame the Ancieuts concetv'd to be to thi 
/iens, when offered to God as a Sacrifice; neither , ſuppolingf 


Chriſt's body not accompanying the ſymbols, do ſuch attribute 
ſeem agreeable to Symbols. See thole Epithets in the ordina 
ry Canon of the Maſs, ( altlow'd by B/ondet to have nothing in it 
gui ne $' accorde a I Eſcriture, au ſens, a la raiſon, fy au tes-moie 
rage de Þ antiquite - p- 453.) In S. Ambr. de Sacr. _ 4-. C. &c 


In Cyril. Fiero. catech. my/tag. Foſtza pura, ſanta, iHibata, imma 
eulata, panis ſantfus vite wterne, calix ſalutis perpetur, &c. called 
by Chryſoſtom, Flom. 24. in 1 Cor. and others, Sacrificinm terri 
bile &y plenum horroris, tremenda myſteria. The author Eccl. Hi 
erarch.3.c. 3.p. Pontifex, guod hoſttam ſalutarem, gu.e ſupra 1hſun 
ft, litet, ſe excuſat, exclamans, 7 u aixi/ti, Foc facite &c. S. Auſt 
Conf. 9.1. 12.c. Cum 71b1 offerretur pro ea | matre | ſacrificium pre 
t1i noſtri, gfuxta ſepulchrum poſito cadavere. Tdem, de Spiritu oy Ii 
tera 11.0, Detcultus in hoc maxime conſtitutus eff, ut anima non ſi 
© mgrata. Uude gy im ipfs weriſſomo Oy in ſingular ſacrificio Di 
21:n0 Deo tro agere gratias aamonemnr. &. This 1s in thoſe 
words where the Prieſt ſaith, ZLer us give thanks to our Lord God 
and the people anſwer, /7 7s meet and right ſo todo. De cio. Det 
i101. 20.c. Cujus ret Sacramentum quotidianum efje voluit Ficleſt. 
Ea 1ificmum. Contra Fau5t. 2c.1.18.c. ChriStian: jam peratti Sacri 


fc 


A &c, ---Non /empliciter (1.6. to no purpoſe) Minter Clamat pro 
H | 
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cti memoriam celebrant ſacroſaneta oblatione oy participatione cor 
poris Chriſti, Where 1s atirm'd an oblation of the ſame body, of 
which there 1s participation. See the expreſſions of the Fa- 
thers in the ſame manner, of the very body of Chriſt offered in 
the Euchariſt as received, quoted in the Controvertiſts. Sce 
Bell. de Mifja 1. l. 15. c. ſet. S. Andreas. --- Ambr. Chriflus of- 
fertur in terris, cum corpus ejus offertur. ---And in 1.c Luce. Cum 


ſacrificamns Chriftus adeft , Chriftus immolatur. ChryſofF. 2.4. 


= Hom. int 1. ad Cor. Pro vittimarum ty pecorum cade ſeipſum offe 


rendum pracepit. 1n Ep. Heb. 17. Hom. 1n multis. locts offertar, 
non plures Chrifti, ſed unus ubigue Chriftus, hic Oy illic plenus. ex- 
zftens ; unum corpus, non multa corpora. Conc. Nic. (which Proteſtants 

retend all obedience to ) 14. car. Perventt ad $. Concilium, guod 


mneque regula, neque conſuetudo tradiait, ut hi qui offerendi Sacrificii 


8 21 locrs quibuſdam Presbyterrs Sacramenta i gu fron) Hoc 
j 10» habent poteſlatem, his, qui offerunt corpus Chrifti, porrigant. And 


in the As of that Comnci/ there 1s a notable paſ/age alto, part of 
which Calvin hath urged, as making for his cauſe ; 7uF7.4.1.17.c. 
36.8. Huic male ( 1.e. profternere ſeſe homes coram pane, ut Chri- 
STum lic adorent ) proculdubio uglurt obutare Nicana.Synodus, cum 
verurt nos humiliter attentos eſe ad propojita Symbola. Thus. much 
only he. But I will give you the place more full, as I find 1t 
quoted in others. 77a etiam hic in droiva menſa ne humiliter in- 
tenti ſtmus ad propoſitum panem ty calicem. ſed attollentes men- 
tem fid? intelligamus ſitum in ſacra 1lla menſa aguum lum Dez 
tollentem peccata mundi incruente a. Sacerdotibus inumolatum, wy 


pretioſum 1p/tus m_ & ſanguinem were nos ſumentes credere bac 


efje noſtre reſurreftionis Symbola &c. Oblerve, ſium m ſfacra la 
menſa agnum illum Dei. See likewilec their expreſ/tons , as of the 
body 6f Chrift as recerved as a Sacrament, 1o offered as a —_— 
for ſalvation and remiſlion of ſins for the /ume, and for the dead, 
in Bell. de Miſf: 2.1. 2. c. ſet. Secundo. Juſtin. in aal. cum Try- 
phone dicit Sacrificium vacce quod offerrebatur pro elephantiacis fu- 
iſe fieuram Euchariſtie, gue offertur pro expiatione peccatorum. 
Hieron. 74 comment. in Tit. 1.c. $i Laicts mperatur , ut proper 
orationem abſtineant ſe ab uxorum.- cottu, guid de Epiſcopo [entien- 
dum et, gui guotidie proſurs populigue peccatts illibatas Deo clas 
turus eff viftimas? Auge.Cro. Dei, 20. l. 25. c. fanh$#Sacrificitun 
pro peccato offerri in Eccleſia uſque ad diem Judicn, fed nm ulterius. 
Chryſ. 7 AF. Flom. 21. Non fruftra obI#tiones p o defundlis finnt, 


B1., 


\ 
4 
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| Ls 
4. Uſing ad- Chrif? on the Altar, or with the Symbols ; I ſay, not adoratia 
oration be- of Chriit's body, or Chrift as in Heaven in the att of communi 
fore commu- cating, (which is all owned by thoſe of the fir/t and ſecond opih 


Haring. 
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his qui aefuntt1 ſunt in Chrifto, gy pro his gui illorum memorian; 


facinnt. Quid aicis? [nu manibus ejt hoitta, oy omnia 2 opeſite 77'S 
bene ordinata;, adſunt Angeh , adſunt Archangel, adest filius DeifY _ 
cum tanto horrore aſtant omnes ; aftant ifli (1 e. minifiri) claman{! 
zes ( as before, offertmas pro his gut defuntti &c ) ommbus ſilentibus 
& putas /impliciter hac fiert? (1.e. pro defunttis.) [gitur ff "'* 
alia ſimpliciter, &y qua pro Eccleſia & qua pro Sacerdotibus offe"* 
runtur, gy gue pro ubertate as multitudme ? abſit. 1 have write" 
ten this at large, that you may ce the cufoms of St.Chryſo/tom'WP" 
times concerning the ob/azz0u of this Sacrifice, the Prayers 6 
attending it, not to be varying from thoſe we find in the MY/a 
or Z:targies, either the pretended-ancient or modern. | 

And ſee Flongel, p. 278. the Conc. Conſtant. uling the ſame ex 

preſ/ion, offrent pour le ſalut au corps ty del ame la way image di 
Chrif.--- And the Conc. Franchfor?t, p 407. Quehle et faite muyff8 

Jiblement par Þ eſprit de Dicu ;, conſacree o le Preſtre invogua 
dicn, portee par les mams Angeliques ſujet haut Autel de ajeu (thi 
words in the Maſs) gy gue par ele les peches ſont remis, qu' elle ui 
peut ni accroiſtre m diminuer : (as Images are gr.) For thel 
things, Calvin ( [n/lit. 41. 17.1.5.) after he had as much ag** 
might be mitigated the ſence of Antiquity, confeſleth, verere 
guogue illos alto hanc memoriam aetor/iſ/e, quam mſtitution; Domini 
conveniebat ; quod neſcio quam repetite aut ſaltem renovate 1 
molationts faciem eorum cena pre ſe ferebat, fy excuſari non poſſe 
un altqguid in attionts modo peccauermt. Hmitati ſunt enim propi 
| ar II; Sacrificana! morem, quam aut oramaverat Chriſtus, 4 
Evangelit ratio ferebat. And indeed it 1s ſomewhat ſtrange, that 
the Fazhers are made in the matter till not to difter from the 
Retormed ; but 1n their language, in their ceremonies confeſle, 
to concur with the Cazholicks. This u/omg by the Ancients g 
the Euchari#t as a Sacrifice before communicating, I find not Dr 
T ailor to take any notice of, which yet methinks makes much foff 
their conceiving a real preſence with the /ggns;. concerning 
which 1s our preſent diſcourſe. 

. From their Adoration and alſo /nwvcation of the boay o 


nions, tho I think only } gs by the Church of England ) butf 
adoration of Chrilt's bodpas preſent with the Symbo/s, before comp 
municating : And 1uch to have bin the practice of Antiquityf 
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; @ think will appear from many paſſages in the Fathers. 

See Clem. Apoſt. Conft. 1.2. c. 61. Diacont abſoluta oratione, alii 
blationt Enchariſtie fit mtenti, mimiſtrantes corpor: Domini cum 
more, ali; fyc. And afterwards, accipiant Dominicum corpus, oy 
brecioſum fanguimnem, gradatim cum pudore ac timore /angnam ad 
regrs Corpus accedentes.---Naz1ans, Orat. de obitu Gorgortte, {peak- 
ng of has /ic& Szfter in the Night-time going to Church, and 
praying before the Altar, to be cared, he ſaith, Ad Altare cum 
fide procumbit, eumgue qui ſuper ilHind coliur magno cum clamore 
pbteftans, ye. After thele, 1 pray you read over again thofe 
quotations, about Adoration, of St. Auſix and St. Ambroſe Ob/.2. 
hbryſ. Flom. 2.4. in 1 Cor. Hoc corpus etiam jacens in profepi reve- 
© itt ſunt Mag i--y cum multo met ac tremore attorarunt. Pmitemur 
1g0 vel barbaros nos celorum cues, &yc.---Tw antem no in praſep: 
ides, ſed im Altari non faemimam eum tenentem , ſed ſacerdotem 
Woides aftaniem, wy ſpiritum cum magna copra ( perabumae ) propoſita 

aperuolantem, (Fc. ( greater excitations of Reverence ) os ergo 
2pſos excitemus, Oy formidemns, gy louge majorem quam 2/11 barbars 
oftendamns reverentiam, x.---Non enim Avugelos, nec Archangelos, 
negue Cahs, ſed ipſum eorum oftendo Dominum. Yidiſti guemad- 
wnmodum guod et omninm praftantiſ/mum cy» maxime honorandum ; 
vides mterra : neque ſolam vides, fed etiam tangis, fed etinm com- 
medis, fy. Hom. 61. ad Pop. Auticchen. $1 pura ſunt veſtimenta 
adora ty communzca.---1m FE pheſ. Flom. 3. he calls 1t ſacrificinm 
nod 1/17 finpent fy venerantur Agelz.---- So Hom. 83. in Mat. 
mpeli uridentes horreſcunt, neque libere andent inineri propter emi-- 
Fcantem inde (plendorem. 

T;& See the former Quotation, p. 98. The places are frequent in 
MChry/oſtom, where he ſpeaks of the preſence, and adorarzon, and 
Def crembling of Angels, at theſe Sacred Myſteries. This tor Adora- 
£27708; but tee him alſo for /nuwcatiom - Hom. 41. in 1 Cor. Nom 
ne ſunt enim hac temere excogitata ( he ſpeaks of Praying and Ot- 
tering the Euchariſt for the Dead ) neque frultra corum, gui de- 
Wceſ/erunt, m diums myſteriis meminimus, Et pro iþ/ts accedimas, 
A rogantes agnum propotitum 9guz 1m: peccatum nit ; ſed ut mae 
ers aligua ſit conſolatio, fy. And ſee Hom. 21. in Atta Apoſtol. 
RB where he makes this /pecra/ preſence of our Lord a time of more 

I acceptable audience, —---Domino praſenti dum mors illa perficitur 

| &> horrendum Sacrificinm, Et mefjabilia Sacramenta. Nam gua/t ſe- 

_ aente Rege guicungue voluerit perficit, ut autem ſurrextt —_— 
8 arit ſruſtra dicit. {ta bf nunc, quamdin propoſeita fuerint myſteria,Cc. 
| | H 2 


See 


F'Þ 
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facientes deſtderant oy venerantur ty ad ſa 
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Sce the place,--- and afterward, /icut quando Regum trophra ff, 
tuuntur,--dimittuntur qui ſunt in vincul:s per illud tempus,ubi aute 
tranſ/ierit hoc tempus qui nihil afſequutns eſt nihil obtimet, ita ſan 
& hic. A place I think much worth the noting, why at tht 
ume chictly of the celebration of the Myſteries all manner of 7 
vocations were made. See a kind of Invocation, Dronyſ. Are 


cil 
ſor 
lef 


COL 


or the Author Zccl. Hierarch. c. 3. par. 3 O divinifſunum gy ſacrey the 
Sanetnm Sacramentum dignanter aperis obdutta tibi operimenta /yÞ of 
#1ficantium ſienorum, oy perſpicue nobis fac appareas, &x. Au *w 
{ce for Adoration what Mr. Þlondel quotes of the ſame Chapteyf *w: 
for his calling them /ymbols, Blond. p. 88. le preſident de choſely © S; 
facrees ſetient debout devant les trefſaintes ſymboles---ty tout te Clergy © n 
fe leve devant les treſſaints ſymboles, comme devant Chriſt. Tl 
See Theodoret in the place quoted before, p. 74. You may fing th 
it likewiſe in Plondel p. 59. Signa myſtica intellguntur ea eſſe que by 
fafta ſunt, (1.e. by Conſecration ) & creduntar g& adorantur, uf A. 
gue illa jint gue creduntur. See that place of St. FZerom. in hg in 
Preface to 7 heophilus Alexand. upon he Tranſlation of his Epi w] 
{tle quoted F/ong. p. 56. where ſpeaking of the Utenſils of they m1 
Altar, the Chalices, gc. he ſaith, que ne peuvent eſtre dits n' avon lik 
point de ſaintete, mais gue par la ſociete du corps fy du ſang df 20 
Sergneur ils doruent eftre veneres ae meſme neceſſute, gue le corpiy Li 
& le ſang. thi 
Laſtly, See that Con/lantimopolitan Council under Conſtantine m: 
Copronymus, quoted by Blondel for Orthodox in the matter of theff ch 
Euchariſt, yet held they Worſhip due to.the Euchariſt (which they pl: 
call d the only 7rue mage of Chrilt ) becauſe this by Drume Con 
fecration 18 Deificatum,and made Drvinum Corpus ; tho they athrm'dyt cor 
any Worſhip given to any Artificial mage of our Saviour, orfi # 
wo any ZZuman Form, to be Zdolatry. 1 will tet you down they 9 


| words ſomewhat higher than where Plondel begins them.---/u ne 


talem tgitur blaſphemiam ox impietatem cadentes pudore ſuffundany 10 
Zur, _— averſentur ſeipſos fy talia facere (.1. e.) depmgere Chris W 
[nm deſtmant ; _— hi ſolum qui faciunt, verum etiam qui fall ir 
n01mme fatram ty aittam ab ipſts Chriſti imaginem venerantur. See $1 
for what follows #/ond. p. 378. Exultent oy letentur, Ft libertatef V« 
lingua frucntur, guicungue veram Chriſti _ fuuceriſſuna menteſy Cl 

alutem animi corporiſgwy W 


adferunt, guam ( imaginem ) iþſe Dominus noſter Deus ſammus ſay) 1 
cerdos tradidit ſuis ſacerdotibus, fyc. "Tis probable, that the uſed} V 
weneration of the -conſecrated ſymbols was urg'd before this Coun-W 11 
| "| 
| on 
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cil to countenance that. given to mages. And the Council faith 
ſomething afterwards, that the Zuchari/t had ng humane ſhape, 
leſt /dolarry to other humane ſhapes of Chrifft might have been 
countenanc'd by 1t. | 

But the 4/embly in the Welt at Francefort, _Y the 2wor- 
ſhip of Images, and practiſing 7hat to the Zaucharist, together with 
the Conc. Nic. 2dum. athirmed the Euchariſt to be not an Zmaze 
of Chriſt's body, but his zrae body. See Dr. Tatlor p. 316; *The 


[* words of Zype and 7mage 1n the queition of the Holy Sacrament 


were diſliked by the Aflembly at Franck fort; becauie, 1t the 
© Sacrament were an mage, as they of Conſtantinople laid, then it 
© might be lawful to give reverence and worſhip to ſome Images. 
Thus he. Whence 1rt follows, that all the three Councils agreed in 
this, the weneration of the Encharift. Add to this, what 1s ſaid 
by the DoFFor p. 343. that in Averrees's time, who lived about 
A. Chriſti 1000. Chriſtiani adorabant quod comedebant, ( tho not 
in ſuch a groſs ſenſe as the Philoſopher underſtood thoſe words,) 
which Adoration what reaſon the Doezor hath to reſtrain to ſome 
miſtaken ſouls of Averroes's acquaintance only, T know not. See 
likewiſe Taz. p. 279. where that of St. Auſtin, contra Fauſtum 
20. /. 13.Cc. Propter Panem gy Calicem nounulli nos Cererem (oy 
Liberum colere exiſtimabant, argues the Chriſtians worſhipping of 
the Euchariſt, Neither doth St. Aufrin's, ritu nofiro amplecti- 
mur, lay any thing contradictory to 1t: only 1t not to the Caze- 
chument, much leſs to the Heathen, did the Fathers uſe full ex- 
planations of this zneffable myFtery. | 

AuguZt. in Pſalm. 33. conctone 1. Nondum enim erat ſacrificinm 
corports (& ſangumis Domini, quod norunt fideles, guod facrificiny 


 nwunc diffuſum eſt toto orbe terrarum. Conc. 2. fuomodo ferebatur in 
| manibus ejus? quia cum commenaarit ipſum corpus ſuum ty ſangut- 


nem ſuum, (1.e. in his laſt Supper, ) accepit in manus ſnas, qu9 

norunt fideles &c. See the quotation out of Zpiphantns, p. 93. 
Where he ſaith, Zoc meaum eff, but names not corpus. This 
frequent 1n St. Auſtin, and others. But what need of ſuch dit- 
guiling the buſineſs, if all the catechument , fideles, or unbelie- 
vers were to know, was only 1n plain language, that the conſe- 
cratcd Bread was /zznum corporis ſur, to the worthy receivers of 
which /i2u God communicated all the benefits of his Paflion. 


$ Thus much of their adoration of Chr /t in the Symbels, of which 


Mr. hondel in his fourth chap. which gives a hiſtory of the Fa- 
thers doctrine, takes no Notice. 
| 5. From 


52 


s. Holding 5. From their holding not only a Sp7ritual, but an oral mia 
@1 oral man- ducation of the body and blood of Chriſt, and it to be received 
ducation of not only by the good but wicked; which necetlarily inters its pre 
Chriſt's bo- ſence with the Symbols. Auſtin mentioned before p. 123. Cum 


ay &C. 


$4 


ſtributed, when need was, to the /:c& &c, ( or alſo to be commu- 
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dantem carnem ſuam manducandam ſanguimemgue bibendum fidel 
corde atgue ore ſuſcipimus. Cyprian 5. ſerm. de lapſes. ipeaking 0 
thoſe, who after having denied Chriſt come to the Sacrament 
faith ; YVis infertur corpori ejus Oy ſanguini; &» plus modo in Di 
mini nanibus atgue ore delinguunt (2.e. in — Guam cum 

Dommun neeaverimt. Chryloſtom. Flom. 83. in Matt. Quare u 

oportet eſſe puriorem, tali fruentem ſacrificio? Quo Solart radio non 
lplendidiorem manum carnem hanc dividentem ;, os, quod igni Spt- 
rituali repletur ; linguam, gue tremendo nimis ſanguine raveſcit 'l 
And in 1 Cor. 11.17. Reas erit corports.--- he faith, Riſas mmtem-P 
peſtivus, urbanitas, &y facetie exit pleng, teaſtings, &#5c, &> het 
facis Chriſti menſa exceptus, itlo die quo dignus es habitus, = 7 
carnes lmgua tangeres. ---Manum tuam expurga, ty caſtiga Iinguam 
& labra, que mgreſſus Chriſti fuere veſtibula, &c. S. Gregory 1n} 
4. lib. Dialog. (in whole time Mr. Þhonael cap.17. grants there was 
yet no alteration concerning the doErine of this Sacrament, ) &/ 
gnidem in peccatoribus fy imaigne ſumentibus vere Chriſti caro, & 
verus ſanguts, fed efjentia, nou ſalubri effucientia. See concerning 
S. Auſtin's opmion Pp. 132. 

From Chrilt's body and b/ood being held in the hands of the 
Pricft of the communicants , ( for the uſe of putting into their 3 
mouths is, tho ancient, yet {omewhat later than the times off ;5 
thole Fathers we mention) from their exceeding care, that no by 
part thercof ſhould fall ro the ground gx. that it ſhould notÞ 1. 
be /cer by the heathen, or the catechumenti, T {uppoſe leſt their » 
weaknets ſhould have ſome difeſteem thereof. Ma/il. de Sprriinf C 
Santo 27. c. ſpeaking of many Traditions not pubaed m writ-Þ by 
721g trom the founders of Chriſtianity, but ſecretly comeyed, ſaith, Þ B 


 Pulchre quidem ith, nimirum deft, arcanorum venerationem /ilen- ® tg 


z19 conſervari, Nam quz nec intuert fas et non 1mitatis. Ag! con WK b! 
venichat horum doetrinam publicitus circamſerri ſcripts, Forum do- Þj ti 
&rinam (1.e.) the Confecration, Prayers, gc. in the celebration | S: 
of tne Euchariſt. | | ef 
Add ta theſe, the ſame honour and reverence continued to the | 
Fnchariſt, as to the body of Chriſt, in their repoſition and reſerva- | 
7704 of fome part thereof after the communro ended, to be di- | 


nicated 


Er, and others; but what ſeems to me no ways ſatisfactory. 


| ellence of a Sacrament. 


s P. 222, 
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wicated anorher day (as in ſome time of Lenz )-even in the Church. 

Sce Conc. Conſt. 6. in Trullo Can. 52.) See tor this reſervation the 
c{timonies of Antiquity gather'd in the Controvertiſts ; as in 

Bell. de Fuchariſiza l. 4. c. 3. See S. Auſtin's Sermon to the new- 


by 


E/ap1i2d. In Fulgent. Bapt. LSEthiop. wult. cap. and Daille on it 


ſw. to Chaumont Þ. 42. : and the confeſſion of Calo. Tuſtit. l. 4. 
. 17. [. 39. Sed enim gut /ic faciunt (1. e. Sacramentum reponunt ) 
babent weterts Ficcleſue exemplum fateor verum m re tauta oy in 


qua non /ine magno periculo erratur, nthil tutins, guam ipfſam wyert- 


tatem ſequi. True, it we certainly knew it: But when every 
Writer pretends his Doctrine to be the Truth (For who tells 
us, that himſelf lies? ) 1he/ 7utins quam Fiecleſte conſuctudinem 
equi, that lo we may not forlake the "Truth. 


To ſome of theſe five Con/iderarions from which we gather the YYT 


| Fathers to have held a /ub/tartial preſence of Chrift's Body with Auſwer ” of 


the Symbols, ſomething is 1aid both by Mr. B/onde/ and Dr. Tay- ze Reform- 
ed to theſe 
To the fjir/t, ſecond, and third, they ſay, ( but I would wiſh —_— 
you to peruſe their own Books, lelit their 4ſwers may recelve ing the 
ſome wrong by my relation, or ſomething in them more con/:- change of 
derable be omitted by me, ) they ſay then, that where the Fathers zhe 71. 
lay, 1. That the Hread afzer Conſecration 1s the Boay of Chriſt. zyzents into 
2. That of the Bread by Conſecration is made the Boay of Chriſt. Chriſts Bo- 
3. That =_ Conſecration it ceaſeth to be Bread. 4. Or, T hat it dy. | 
7s not only Bread. © 5. That the Nature and Subſtance of Bread 


by Conſecration is chang'd into Chriſts Boay, &yc. they mean « only : 


| 1. Is a /ezn or Sacrament of Chrilt's Body ; or his Body 1n Sacra- 


ment ; or ( as Dr. Taylor p. 266) the Bread 1s verry the Body of 
Chriſt, z7raly his Fleſh, and the Wine 7ru/y his Blood | (How? ) 
by a change of condition, of ſan#tification, and uſage. 2. That of 
Bread 18 made | he Sacrament | of his Body. 3. That it ceaſeth 
to be Bread, 1. e. common Bread. 4. That 1t 1s not oy Bread, 


{ by reaſon of the Grace of Conſecration added to 11s nature. 5. That 
| the nature of 1t 1s chang'd from /imple Bread to pain bentt , or 


Sacramental Bread ; and that it acquires a new ef{ence, 2.0. the 


See ſuch ſolutions in Blondel, p. 64. 95. in his Margin, and 
224. So in his Explication of the Canon of the .Matls, 


{ p.452. See likewiſe p. 470. where 1t petitions, #7 ( o{a79 ) fra! 
novis 
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nobis corpus Gy fanguis dilett1fſimi filii tui Domini noſtri Jeſu Chrift 


he expoundeth Corps Ov. en Sicrement. Again where it, ut gu 
guot ex hac Altaris participatione ſacroſaniFum Filii tui corpus ( 
ſanguinem ſumpſerimus, &c. he 1nterprets prenarons | le Sacry 
ment du] ſacro-ſaint? corps de ton fils, qui et ce meſme ſacri 
faint corps en repreſentation &y ſignification, ( where not 
alſo, that he holds not any ſub/tantial preſence of Chrilt 
Body to the worthy Rece:ver, in which thing thoſe of the / 
conud Opinion I think will not conſent to him..) Laſtly, they fa 
That, by change of the Elements, the Fathers mean no more thai 
an accidental Sacramental converſion ; a change of condition, of ſi 
&ification and nſage, and efficacy ; as a Table ( by conſecration 
is chang'd into an Altar ; a Houſe into a Church ; a Man int( 
a Prieſt ; as the Water of the River into the Laver of Regene 
ration. Sec this in Dr. Tayhr p. 270. and the like in Blondel, p.4.72 
Bref par tout ce pain et apelle ſaint? de meſme que le calice, la table 
la palatine, ſont apeller ſainets, Aſcavorr entant qu'ils ſervent a 
uſage ſaint?, &yc. without any preſence of Chriſts Body either #4 
them or 71ead of them. See Fhond. p. 156, 157, 174; cs. Tay 
for p. 266. Now tho (as 1t appears I think above) the expre 
ſions of the Fathers, for ſuch a change of the ſymbols, as tha 
after Conſecration, the ſubance of Chriſts Body is there with 
them, are ſo F#/}, as 'tis hard to ſay ſuch a thing more plan 
than they do: Yet that they are not 1n ſuch a. /ex/e to be under 
ſtood, they urge many things. 

B Firſt, That we muſt not 72ferpret them ſo as: to make them 
' contradit#- themlielves, or one another. See Blond. p. 158, 232 
Then they ſnew, that the ſame Fathers, that uſe theſe hz2h ex 
Preſſions, yet ceale not to call the Elements, even after Conſe 
eration, 2mages, figures, types, ſtimiitudes, ſigns, ſacraments of t 
Boay, &c. repreſentations, memorials, exemplars, ſymbols, Corpus: 
typicum, &y ſymbolicum, & myFicum. See many more Flond. c.4 
Prop. 8. and Tayhr p. 313. & p. 290. where that expreſſion 0 
Tertulliau 1s much {ſtood upon ( adv. Marcion. I. 4 C. 4.0.---- Pro- 


fefſas 1tague fe concupiſcentia concupiſſe edere paſcha ut ſuum |( in 
agnum eum fuit ut quid alienum concupiſceret Deus ) acceptum pa 
nem oy diſtributum diſcipulis, corpus ſuum illum fecit, Hoc eft cor-i 


pus menum aicendo, id eſt, fighra corporis mei. Figura autem non 
fuiſjer mfr veritatts efſet corpus. Caterum vacun res, guod eſt phan- 


ta/ma (as Harcion contended Chriſts Body was ) figuram capereh 


nou poſſer ; and fay, that they are Chriſts Body, not propre, but 
| align 
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aliguo modo &c. y Now, :d:m non et /unile : the ſign can't Le 
the very 7hmg /tgn1fied by the ſign; nor the 7ype (figure;the prototype, 
or the zruth. See 7ayl. p. 318. loud. 207. 210.. $ FEfpecially 
theſe places of S. Jujtin are much inſiſted on by them, 23. #p. 
ad Bonifacium. $7 enim Sucramenta quandam ſimlitudinem earum 
rerum, quarum Sacramenta ſunt, now haberent , ommino Sacrament 
e ſo 09” effent. Ex hac autem ſunilitudine plerumgne etiam 1pſarum 
{er um nomma accipiunt. Sicut ergo ſecundum quendam modum 
Sacramentum corports Chriſti corpus Chriſti eF# , Sacramentum ſ[an- 
guinrs Chriti ſaugurs Chriſti e$t ; 1ta Sacramentum fidet (1. e. Bap- 
tiſm ) fides e/t, ---Sicut de 1plſo Baptiſmo Apoitolus, Conſepultt, ite 
quit, ſumus Chriſto per Baptiſmum m mortem ;, non ait, ſepulturam 
frenificamns ; ſed prorſus art, conſepulti ſumus: Sacramentum ergo 
ol ante ret non nift eguſdem rei yocabulo nuncupatur. So in Pſal.3 3. 
I'll Concio: 2. Tpſe ſe portabat quodammodo, - cum diceret, Hoc et 
corpus meum. C. In Pſal. 98. upon thoſe words in St. John, 
Yerba gue locutus ſum vobrs ſpirits et oy vita. ---Spiritualter in- 
rj 7eltagrte, quod locutus ſum; non hoe corpus guod videtis manducatu- 
IH ri eftis, oy bibituri illum ſanguinem guem fuſuri ſunt, gui me Cru- 
4 [ ow Sacramentum aliguod vobis commendavi, ſpiritualitcr n- 
telleeFum vivificabit vos. Fiſt neceſſe et illud viſwliter celebrart, 
oportet tamen mnviſtbiliter mtel/gi. De doCtrina Chriſtiana 3.4. 16. 
ler C, ===S7 Ppracepriva /ocutio eff aut flagitinm aut facmus vetans, aut 
utilitatem aut heneficentiam jubens, non eX figurata; ſi autem fla- 
_ RB gitmm aut facinus videtur jubere, aut utilitatem fy beneficentiam 
cl zetare, fieurata ef. Niſt manducaveritis, inguit, carnem filii homi- 
ms, Fr cmangy biberitis, non habebitis vitam in vobis. Flagitt- 
um vel facinus videtur jubere, fieura eff ergo pravipiens Paſſion 
Domini efje communicanaun, &y ſuaviter atgue utiliter recondendum 
mM Memoria, quod pro nob1is caro ejus crucifixa of vulnerata /it. ; 

» To thele they add ſome other places of St. Au/ti/n, wherein 
he faith the unworthy Communicants receive the Sacrament of 
Chriſt's body, but not his Body ; which argues the body at leall 
I not preſent with the Symbols. Such that 7rac? 2.6. mm Johan. Cu 
| won manet mm Chriſto, fy im guo non manet- Chriſtus, proculdubio nc: 
manducat \( Spiritualiter 1n my book ) carnem ejnts, uer 1011 its 
"B ſangninem, licet carnaliter oy viſubiliter premat dent bus Sa ramen 
"lt tum corporis by ſanguinis Chriſti ; ſed magis tate 1et Sacrament 

ad judicium [ib1 mandncat. And tra. 5g. where he faith of the 
| Apoſtles and Prdas : 1/1; manducabant panem Ddmmumn, ille Pu- 

nem Domini, contra Dominum. I find likewiſe urged by ſome, 7:9. 


hrifti 


PLACES, 


T7 
Y 


Syn 
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places 'out of Chryſoffom : One out of 20. Hom. mm 2. Cormth. that 
he there prefers the poor as being re/p/a or p/ummet corpus Chriſti 
before the Sacrament, or corpus Chriſti 3m Altari : but ſearching 
the place, I find (and ſo may any that pleaſe to peruſe 1t) thi 
compariſon not to he at all between the poor and corpus Chriſt: 
altar, but between the poor and a/tare, gua capit corpus Chriſti 
Another, out of 11. Hom. im Matth. of the opus 1mper fectum B/i0 
where 1t 1s ſaid, vaſa ſant71ficata &c, in guibus non verum corpus Chrifl 
ſti, ſed myſterium corporis ejus contimetur. Words plain enough, by 
none of 'S. Chryſoftom's. Sce Bell.de Fuch.2.1.22.c. and Eraſmus hu © 
Preface to that work. To which Dr. 7azlor's reply, p. 308. nqy@4 
way fſatisfics me, it not following, that becauſe they ha _ to bey( 1 
inſerted among S. Chryſoftom's works, therefore he muſt be elteemK$7” 
ed a good Carholick that writ them: which ra/e ſhould it geneYth 
rally paſs, the Proteſtants would have much the worle by it. ja 
There are urged alſo by them 7wwo places out of the ſame book 
of S. Ambroſe, which here we have made much uſe of againſt then 
tenent. The one place, de Sacr.q.1.4.c. Vinum to agua m calicem mit 
titur, fed fit ſanguis conſecratione verbi celeſtis, ( 1.e. by the words 
Foc eſt corpus meum, pronounced by the Prieſt.) Sed forte aces, Spe 


crem ſanguinis nou video. Sed habet ſtmulitudinem. Sicut enim mor ti 


funilitudeuem ſumpſiſti, (1.e. in not ſeeing any crucifixion of hinfÞs. « 
in the Sacrameut, ) za etiam ſimilitudinem preteſt ſangumars bib ho 


ut nuflus horror cruorts ſit, &y pretium tamen operetur redemptioni 
The other places;6./. 1.c. where the Father makes a recapitula 
t10n of things formerly ſa1d. Scat werus eft Dei Filius, ---ita we 
ra caro, quam accepimus. --Forte dicas, guomodo vera? gui ſimih 


tudinem wvideo', non video ſanguinis veritatem. Primo dixi tibi dif wi 
ſermone ChriFti, (1.e. the words of Conſecration, Hoc ef? &c.\ 74 
gut operatur, ut poſit mutare gy convertere generalia inftituta natur4} Ea 
Deinde, ub: non tulerunt ſermonem Chriſt: di{cipuli ejus, ( Jo. 6. 521 0 
How can this man give us his fleſh to eat?) ne zgitur plures hu 1! 
aicerent, veluti quidam efſet horror cruoris, ſed maneret gratia re-Þ Co 
Aemptionis : ideo in ſimilitudinem quidem accipis Sacramenta, ſed #*! 
were natera gratiam virtutemgue conſequeris. rp/ 

S. 'Thele things they ſtrengthen with the Conc. Conſtant. un-Wf 47 
der Conftant. Copronymus calling the Euchariſt the mage off pv 
Chriſt's Body ; and Chrilt's Fody Sou, not ove, Tec Tail. p. 313.1 
Blond. p. 358. gy. and with the inference of the 2. Conc. Nice fre 


in their rcfuting the Conſtant. Conc. where they ſay, Demittenſ 
tes qtidem menaacium quadunteuus veritatem Contingunt confeſpl 
Arumum fieri corpus panem. x. At 


that 
ſti 
ha 


A Diſcourſe on the EUCHARIST 


» AAtfiimago corporis elt, non poreſt ſane fier: drvinum Corpres, 
urged by Mr. Blondel p. 385. therefore, The Fathers likewiſe 


making 1t 7mago, figara, @c. by this deny it to be Corpus Di. 


= VIHU777. 


> Again, with the Form of the Canon of the Maſs, which 


Fthey fay plainly makes for them againſt /ub/tantial Conver- 


0. 


Oblation made of the Elements, and that pro Ecclapia Catholica ; 


Y & p10 peccaris, eye. Sec that Prayer; Suſcipe ſacroſantte Pater ; 


and---7 e 7gitur clementiſime Pater---both before the Conſecration 


B}( not to be denied ſaith BeMarmine, oy tereres Patres paſſim idem 


tradunt, faith he, z.e. that the Creatures of Bread and Wine in 


the Euchariſt are offer'd to God: fee him de Hif}a l. i. c. 27. ). 


and there they are calld dona ſanta, ſacrificia illibata, gyc. 
» And likewiſe ſome of thoſe Expreſſions and Forms of Ob- 


lation, which are made after Conſecration in the Roman Canon, 


are put before 77 1n ſome other Z77urgres. 
£ Again, after the Conſecration many expreſſions are found in: 
the Rowan Canon no way ſuting to the preſence of Chrifts real 


# Body : As the praying, that God would accept 7heſe Offerings, 


7. e. accept of his Son, lay the Romaniſts, ( as if he were at an 

time not acceptable,) accept them as he did that of Abel's, Abra- 
ham's, Melchiſedech's Sacrifices, (ſaith Blond.) ou bruts, ou mani. 
mez; a fit compariſon to Chriſt his Son ! That God would com- 
mand them perferri per manus St. Angeli tut in ſublime Altare 
unm, in conſpetzn, &yc. i.e. the Body of our Saviour to Heaven ; 
where it is continually. And 1n other Zwrgtes, as that of St. 
James, they being call'd Bread and Wane, and the Fruits of the. 
Earth, after Conſecration ; and particularly, in that Form et 
down in the poFr. Conft. 8. c. 17. where after the words of 
Inflitution rehears'd ( by which words they are ſuppos'd to be 
Conſecrated ) it fellows--- Rogamuſqgue Te ut beniene reſpicere dig- 
neris ſuper ha'c dona propeſita in conſpeftu tuo, &y complaceas tibi m. 
rpfis in honorem Chriſti tut ; Et mittas S. Spiritum ſuper hoc ſacrifict- 
un teſtem paſſionts Domini Jeſu , ut oftenaar hunc Panem Cor- 


| pus Chriſti 727, oy hunc Calicem Sanguinem Chrifti Tu, ut gut 


cum percipiunt, fx. »See much more to this purpoſe in Plondel, 


| from p. 454, to 46”. 


F % Jes. 


uw For 1n it both before the words of Conſecration, there is an 


$0 


%. 


4 2/1711.,2 
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fant nobrs, xc. All he ſaith then is, That the Pread, or brazen 
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GO 
R , : p 
$. XXTI. Secondly, For the miracuhmns mſtances by which the Fatherzer: 
Concerninz ule to illuſtrate the change of the Bread into the Boay of Chriljma 
the miracu- Mr. Phonde! p. 315, ſeems to deny the Fathers to have acknowjon 
Hnfneſs of an! 


ledg'd any 77rache at all in the Eucharilt, ſaying, ou et te Per 
gut att que les ſymboles ſoyent changes miraculeuſement? ( whack 
I am attoniſht at, and the rather, when preſently after he 1aichBth: 
that Chry/oſtom and others on? conjidere  FEuchariftie comme ug t00 
objer pleing des merveilles, ) and then he urgeth Aug. de Trin 
f.3. Cc. Io. as if that he denied all miracle in the: Eucharit. 
look'd diligently upon the place; and I found nothing ar all there 
advantageous for Mr. Z/ondel to this purpole. St. AuStn tall 
into a diſcourſe there, that there are {evcral things de materis 
corporali, qua tamen ad aliquid diuinitus annuntiandum noftris ſens 
ſtbus admoventur : And theſe, either natural; where, amonglt off ap 
thers, he inſtances in Facob's Stone, which he Conſecrated. Org Sa 
which are made by Men, and theſe, vel a/iquaniulum manſura, ji th 
ent potuit Serpens ille enens exaltatus in Eremo ; vel peratfo minif th 
ſtern tranſitura;, ſicut panis ad hoc fattus, in accipiendo (acramentn th 
conſumitur. Then adds he---ſed quia hac omnibus nota ſunt quid T 
per homies fiunt ( as the brazen Serpent and the Þread uſed inf in 
the Sacrament are things made by Man ) honorem tanguam relY tt 
g!oſa poſſunt habere, ſtuporem tanguam mira nou poſſunt ; he goes 
on, itague illa gu.c per Angelos fiunt, quo ignottora, eo mirabiliors 


Serpent, have no wonder 1n the ſubftance or matter of them, for 
men make them both. Now who afhrms any mzrac/e 1n any 
thing that 15 v//ib/e in the Euchariſt ? The mrracle 1s 1n that 
which 1s 2w07/4ble, the preſence of Chriſt's Body with the /zzns. Þ 1 
But could any juſtly argue from hence, That the Care of the 
Man by /ook7ng on the Serpentine fizure of Braſs was not miracu-Þþ 
{/rs, becauſe St. Auftin lays, the Fraſs or Figure ſhapen by Manſy ti 
had nothing mrracalons 1n it, but was known and ordinary ? {0 
Having clear'd this paſ/aze of Mr. Þlondels, now to go on : If 1. 
fv, for thoſe miracuhus inftances, they endeavour to qualifieÞ 
the matter, 1n ſaying ; | 2 
m That ſome of them are only accidental mutations, not ſub-K Þ 
Stautial ; as, the bringing Water out of the Rock by Moſes ; 
Fire from Heaven by {{hjah ; Tron made to Swim on the Wa-Þ 


cr by ZEhſha, &yxc. Sce Mr. Blondel p. 165. L 
| s T7 


e On Þ 
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Or becoming new creatures and members of Chriſt by Re- 
2euveration, ( a compariton in the Fathers which the Reformed 
make much uſe of, ſee Z/ond. p. 100.) Bur it you {till preſs up- 
on them the mraculouſneſs of thele mutations, tho accidental, they 
an{wer ; 

hicf « That ſoze of thoſe zz/tances argue another or greater change, 
alchBthan any party will allow of, in the Eucharilt, and what proves 
2e ul roo much proves nothing. Sec T aylor p. 347.274-278. 

[rin 7 That the effect produced by the initrumency or upon the 
 WKreccipt of the conſecrated Zlements in the Euchariſt is muraces- 
her us, and no way proportioned to the natural gualities of them; as 
fall allo the efficacy of the water of Baptiſm, and the real mmutatmom 
7erigd which 1t cauleth 1n the ſoul, 18 ſupernatural. | 
ſen v Andilaltly, that ſome of the ſame miraculous mutations are 
{t off applied to ZYapri/m, ( tor which chiefly a pallage '1in Ambroſe de 
Or Sacram. 2. /. 3. c:18-quorted, ) and other ſacramenzals 'or rituals of 
the Church : which Sacramentals the Fathers alſo illuſtrate by 
71 the change made 1n the Euchariſt, and attirm ſuch change to be in 
ent the one as in the other. See for this loud. p. 165. 316. 101. 9c. 
714 Tail. p. 2756. See Catuin [nFit. 4.1.17.C.14.s Patres bic guoque (1.C. 
| 10 1n Baptiſm ) 12777ficam conver/tonem ſlatuunt, cum dicunt ex corrup- 
"el: tibili elemento fieri ſpirituale auima lavacrum. See Daille's firit 
0c Reply to Chaumont p. 30. Fc. 

or © Add to Zheſe that 1t may be ſaid, that the /econd Oprnzon, 
2enſy 1n affirming the Subſtantial Prefence of Chriſt's Body to every 
for worthy recerver, affirms a molt miraculous efte&t in the Eucharilt, 
ny (tho this not having any reference to the /z2ns,) and therefore 
hatÞ ſeems to concur with thele Ze/timonres of the Fathers, as profel- 
| ling in the Eucharilt a work of God's Gmmipotency. 


af 5%. As to: the hird, that of the Fathers uling and offering 
anſs the Zacharf7 before communicating as a Sacrifice &c. 1 do not re- 
{ member that Dr. 7az/or takes much notice of it, but Mr. onde] 
& laith 4. c. 9. prop. that they celebrated or offered it only as a me- 
; —_—_ mmage, repreſentation, autitype of the Sacrifice upon the Crofs ; 
| and then heaps up many teilimonies, where the Fathers call 1t 
b.E by theſe and the hke names. 


=p 
OO 


a-E , To the 4th, Adoration of Chriit in the Sacrament, and that 
before communicating, ( which ſcems to pinch cloſer than any of 
the reſt,) I find them to fay little-or nothing with any cloſe ap- 
If plication 
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plication to the 7eftzmonzes brought out of the ancients. 


I. In general they lay ; Chriit may be _—_—_—_— when 1 
receive the Euchari#t os Symbols of his Poay, (tor which practi 
Daille ( 1.6. Reply to Chaumont ) quotes and allows of the Churdiſ! 
of England,) but Christ as /itting at the right hand of God in Heal 
ven, not as 1n his body there preſent. See Cahn, de Chriſtians 
pacificationts ratione p. 5c. Fateor certe Chriſtum, ubicunque ſimu; 
e//e adorandum, m cena vero cum ſe nobis fruendum offerat, rite all 
zer recipi nequit, quam /t adoretur. Sed hoc quaritur, ſurſumne a 
deorſum reſpiciat noftra adoratio? Quum in caleſti gloria re/tdealy 
Chriſtus, quiſquis alto ſe convertit ejus adorandi cauſa, ab ipſo aiſcelſ 
dit. And [uſtit. 4.1. 17.c. 37. S$. {nu cana adoratio ea et legitimaf 
GuL 101 1n ſieno reſidet, ſed ad Chriſtum mn celo ſedentem dirigitur. 

To the ſame purpoſe writes Dr. Taylor p.- 343. and quotes $ 
Auſtin as ſpeaking of ſuch Adoration. So Dr. Hammond in hi 
Treatle of /dolarry, 67. s. © Our Church adores Chriſt in the Sa 
« crament, ( as 1t {1gnifies an ad77om, in which certainly Chriſt is 
© not Chriit's bay locally preſent under the ſhape of the Elements 
Thus he. But this wworſhrpping of Chriſt in the Sacrament, as 1 
ſignifies an a&on, in the end of the SedF70n 1s explained to be 
only this : Thar we in that time and place, when and where he i; 
eminently repreſented by the Pr icft, and offered 10 God for us (1.6. re- 
repreſentatively, ) do worſhip him, ( 4.e. as being according to his 
humane nature only in heaven. See 65. s. ) 

But I find ſome expreſ/tons in ſome of them, when ſhaping an- 
{wers to the Fathers, ( tho I donot well underſtand them, » Dow 
fore I ſhall ſet you down their own words, ) as if they did allow 
of ſomething more, namely of adoring Chriſt as ſomeway there pre. 
fent ; preſent both to the worthy recerver, and to the Myſteries or 
Symbols. Of which Dr. Taylor thus in anſwer to that laying of 
Ambroſe, | Adorate ſcabellum &c. Per Scabellum terra intelljeitur, 
per terram caro Chriſti, quam hodie quogue in myſterits (1. e. the 
Euchariſt or Symbols ) adoramus ; gy quam ApoFfteli in Doming 
Feſu adorarunt , | © We worſhip &c. ( ſaith the Doctor, ) for we 
« recelve the myſteries as repreſenting and exhibiting to our ſou] 


© the fleſh and blood of Chriſt. So that we _— it | he means 


* the body or the fleſh of Chriſt | 1n the ſumption and venerable u- 
« {ages of the {igns of his Body : but we give no divine honour 
to the ſigns. And thus Daze ( 2d. Reply to Chaumont p. 29.) 
in anſwer to the places of the Fathers: 7” y a une enorme diffe-'Þ 


rence entre | adorer le Sacrament | oy | adorer Feſus Chriſt au Sa- 
crement, 
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rament, ou es myſteres | Le ſecond ſjgnifie ou Adorer Jeſus Chr At, 


$$ communiant a fon Sacrement (ce gue nous faiſons volonticrs, 
inſgue nous le croions Dieu ) ou Adorer Jeſus Chriſt, qui eſt pre- 
ent au Sacrement, ascavoir par tot dans le cocnrdes communi- 
ns; &y en myſtere dans les ſignes, come /a choſe fienfice eff 
reſente en celle gui la ſignifie. Les Peres ne diſeut oy ne font que le 
cond; ty ceux de Rome commandeut &y pratiquent le premier. 

And thus River ( Aunt. > Animady. p. 92.) in antwer to the 
ame Father : ---Propriam adorationem deberi vero Chriſti corport, 
puod 10bis eſt Hunc voular fy ſola mente percipiendum, nemo pius ne- 
abit. So in Biſhop Andrews Reſp. ad Bellarm. Apolog. 8. c. 1 
ind in Anſwer to the Fathers ſaying urged by the Cardinal], 
his: ---Reczpe Chriſtum in Euchariſtia vere praſentem, vere fy a- 
dorandum ſtatuit : rem ſc. Sacrament! ; at non Sacramentum ; ter- 
enam {c. partem, ( ut Irenzus, ) vi/tb:/em, ( ut Auguſtinus.) --Nos 
aero Oy 1 myſterirs carnem Chriſtz adoramus cam Ambrolio ; fy ( non 

Wd, ſed) enm, gui ſuper altare colitur. Nazianzen's ſaying: --Vec 
arnem manducamus, quin adoremus prius, cam Augultino. Zt Sa- 
ramentum tamen nulii adoramus. But here I am left in the dark, 
whether Chriſt may be adored as corporally preſent with the Sym- 
bols (the res v/tbz/:s) and that before communicating. See what 
he ſaith concerning this Preſence, in what 1s quoted out of his 
hisWfirſt cap. before. 

Laſtly, I will ſet down what AP. Spa/ato, and Biſhop Forbes 
an-Yſay, who ſpeak plainly, and I m__ in this are allowed by the 
re-M Church of #1g/and; lince they ſeem here to maintain only her 
owR opinion of the rea/preſence of Chriſt's very bony, not to the /igns, 
re«W but to the worthy recerver only : tho of Biſhop Forbes his opinion 
or ſee more hereatter. 'Thus therefore they : ſee Forb. de Ea- 
off charift. 2.1.2. c. 8. 9.5. Auod ad adorationem hujus Sacramenti 
tr, x attinet : guum gui djgne ſumit S. Symbolay vere gy realiter Corpus 
eB & ſangumem Chriſti in ſe corporaliter ( modo tamen ſpirituali, mi- 
20 raculoſo, fy» mmperceptibilt) omn:s digne communicans, (1s the 
'e © worthy communicant to worſhip, bur not the unworthy, becauſe 
ul Þ Chriſt's body is there preſent to the one, but not to the other? ) 
er adorare poteſt fy debet corpus Chriſti quod recipit ; non quod lateat 
1- # corporaliter in pane, aut ſub pane, aut ſub ſpectebus &y accidentibits 
r WW paris; ſed guod quando digue ſumtur pants ſacramentalis, Func et: 
) Þ am ſumitur cum pane Chriſt: corpus reale, itli communicationt realt- 
-'Þ ter praſens; ut myuit Archiep. Spalat. Repub. fect. 7.4. 11.c. A- 
- F gun: An Chriflus im [Enchariſtia fit adorandus, Proteſtautes faris- 

res 
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res nom dubitant ; in ſumptione entm Euchariſtie ( ut utar verhi 
Archiepiſcopi Spalat. ) adorandus e&ft Chriſtus vera Latria : ſiquide 
' Corpus ejus vivum Gy gloricſum, miraculo gquodam inexplicabilt, dign 
ſument1 praſens adelt ; ty hac adoratio non pant, non vmo, non ſum) 
tiont, non Comeſtiont, non ſignis, ſed ipfi Corpori Chriſti immediat 
per ſumptionem Euchariſtio exhibito debetur o& perficitur. | Her 
thele ſeem to allow an Adoration of Chriſt, as preſent in th 
Sumption of the Sacrament ; but not of him before, as preſen 
with the Symbols. | 


2. Of thoſe of the 7h:rd Opinion, who hold Chri7's Boay pref 
ſent with the Symbols, yet lome deny Adoration of this Boay 
preſent /awful ; upon fuch grounds as are alſo urged 7 ſub/iaii 
by Cattin and his Followers, namely, becauſe Corpus non jubet 
adorari in Fnchariſtia. See Cay. Inſt. l. 4. c. 17. [.35, 36. An re 
erat nullits moments Deum bac forma adorare, ut nihil nobis pray 
ſcriberetur ? Cum de vero cultu ageretur, tanta leuitate fuerat ten! 
dnm, de qito nullum uſque verbum legebatur ? Qu ſacramenti adi 
rationem excozitarunmt eam a ſeipſts ſomniarunt, citra ſcripruram 
ubi nulla illius mentio oftend; poteſt. So Rivet. Exam. Anima 
Grot. Chriftus nullibi juſfit, ut eum in ſacramento adoraremus 
nec legimus Apoſtolos, cum ers exhibitum fuit, accubitum mutaſſe 1 
adgeniculationem; So others ; im Fu:haritiam Chriſftum efje not 
ut adoretur, ſed ut manducetur : Others, won ef/e idem corpus Chriſt 

& Chriftum. | 

But yet ſome of them grant Adoration, not of the Sacrament 
but of Chriff preſent: with 1t, lawful mm uſu Cenz ; or at ſuch time 
as they grant him to be preſent with the fymboles. And ſome. of 
the Catoini/ts objeR againlt the Lutherans, That the lawfulncſ 
of Adoration 1s a neceſſary Conſequent upon their 'Tenent 0 
Chrift's preſence with he ſymbols ; fee de Pace Fl. ſent. Mort 
Pp. Io. And note here, that whereas the Zutherans generally 
are {aijd to renounce Adoration ; 'tis meant, not of the renoun- 
cing of the Worſhp of Chriſt in the Sacrament, which ſome allow, 
but of the Worſhip of the Sacrament, 

3. All generally acknowledg, Thar the conſecrated Symbols areÞ} 
' to be uſed with Reverence and Reſpect, as Holy things. There- 
iore Rrvet faith of the Fathers, and of ſome Eutherans, Annot. 
> Animady: p. 92. Voluerunt ( quod oy de T heodoreto ſceatiendum) 
ud ſacra fiena percipienada, cum reverentia eſſe arcedendum, propter 
Let potentiam, 


4. Laſt! Y, 


A Diſcourſe on the EUC H ARIST. 
verbs | 
tide 4 Laſtly, They all contend, That the Symbols may not be 
digenfWorſhip'd for Chri/t ; or, as being Chrif ; or, with the Worſhip 
unmpW$ue 10 Chrift : And if they be, That it is Zdolatry, z.e. Worlhip- 
atÞng a Creature for the Creator : Which Worſhip, of the Symbols 
Wor Chr:5f, they object to the Church of Rome. And this is all 
hat I can find ſaid by them concerning the ancient praCtite of 
eſenfÞdavration : The fourth thing we Contider'd. 


Now ( as & ſaid) theſe ther Auſwers to the former points ſeem 
pres me ( at lealt the molt part of them) very anſarisactory ;, and 
y {Ft you pleaſe to review them, as I have plac'd the Letters, to 
rauggevord Repetition, I ſhall as bricily as I cau propoſe to you my 
er ſ©Reaſons. 


' Fe 


65 


$. XXV. 


ra To that then which 1s ſaid in their Anſwer to the fir? Ar- F5; theje 


/angument | from the Letter « to # | it may be Reply'd: That taking Replies 


adYiome- other znfance by which 1s fignttied only a repreſentation 
amor {imilitude ; as this Propoſition, when the Apoſtle ſaith 1 Cor. 1 0. 
m7 he Rock rs Chrift : It any one, to explain only this ſimilitude 
or repreſentatzon, ſhould make ſuch expreſſions as the Fathers 
ule concerning | 7his 7s my Boay, | as | Chrift was made of the 
Rick | or | The Rock was chane'# into Chrift, 3c. | they would be 
judg'd very 1mproper ard ab{urd. That, that Party will not ad- 
mit of {uch interpretations of the Fathers meaning ( ſo ſeeming 
contrary to this expreſſion) in other places quoted by them a- 
gainſt the Romaniſts Reply to their kom to the firſt Argument 
out of the Fathers, as namely, in that of S. 4uin quoted hereafter. 
Non hoe corpus quod videtis, gy. Where, it being anfſwer'd, that 
{ won hoc | was excluſive to the gualities then accompanying 1t, 
not to the ſub/tance; Dazlle ( in his ſecond Reply to Chaunm! 
ly P- 45- ) faith, Cef7 nous zen pour des Enfans gue de nous vouleir 
nM payer ae relles desfaits. | 
{ But eſpecially ſuch interpretations ſeem more unreaſonable 
from any of the ſecond Opinion, who hold the ſub/tantial body 
ref} of our Saviour (not alrogether abſent 1n the Eucharilt, bur } 
e- molt certainly preſent, tho by a miraculous and meffuble manucr, 
to, the worthy Receiver ; and" therefore hold alſo a pollibility of 
z)Þ its being preſent with the Symbols ; and yer will force theſe plain 
7 expreſlions of the Fathers, that d& faczo 1t 1s lo, to another 
{enſe. RN CS 
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But ( of whatever conſ{truQtions theſe Speeches may be thoughF** 
capable) I think the miraculouſneſs of the change of the 
ments alledg'd by them, and the Adoration of Chrift as being wi 
the Signs, before Communicating, practis'd ( of which . more | 
and by ) will put the meaning of thoſe phraſes of the Ancien 
out of doubt. | 

In Anſwer to what is ſaid from [ 4 ] ( meaning of thoſe phra} 
of the Ancients) to| 4] as a neceſſary reaſon of ſuch 2xterpretif * 
Zious, I muſt 1ntreat you to read over again what I bave wr 
ten 1n the ſecond Obſervation, p. 6, 7, 8, gyc. Where I ha 
ſhew'd, what little reaſon thoſe of the ſecond Opinion, who he 
a real preſence, have to move ſuch an Objection, p. 8. But | 
condly, I think there 1t 1s ſufficzently clear'd alſo, that the e 
prellions of the Symbols, being a /ign, image, type, figure, Oc. 
the Body, as then preſent with them ; or of the Symbols or Bu 
it ſelf * <A Sacramentally preſent, being a type, figure, gc. of th 
Body as it once ſuffer d on the Croſs, do vel conſiſt with the 4 


ftantial preſence of Chriſt's Body in the Sacrament, with the 
bols ; and with the miraculous and - agent mutation ( whid 
1s afhrm'd by the Fathers) of thoſe 


Symbols in part into tha 
very Body. Tn part, 1 ſay; for a total change, of all that is wif 
fible or ſenſible of the Z/ements into the PBoay of Chriſt, not 
affirm ; but that after Conſecration* ſtill a /ignu remains diltin 
from the 7h7mg /jznified. For this 1s willingly yeilded, that wh 
2s chang'd into the Boay can be ſaid no longer a /iz#2 or ſym 
of 1r. Bur yet, ſuppoling a zo7a/ change, two other Propoſition 


may {ti1] be true : 
1. That thoſe {ymbo/s, after Conſecration or that change, an 


fiznres, exc. of Chrilt's Body. . 

2. That after Conſecration , that body into which they ar 
chang, in that manner 1n which 1t 1s there exiſtent, is a 
gure, (xc. of it ſelf, as after another manner once- exiſtent uporſ 
the Croſs. Hence, take any of thoſe Fathers who uſe the high 
eſt expreſſions concerning this »mtation, as, Ambroſe, Chryſofto 
Greg. Ny{ſen, ox. yet do they as familiarly uſe the words alfif ” 
of > o— figure, &yc. in ſome of thoſe ſenſes above, aſi 
any other. 

Now {ſince both theſe; That of the Zlements being chang 
:nto Chriſt's Yogy, and that of their remarning /t2ns, as properly} 
underſtood, arc no way 1ncompatible : The excule of uſing ſonrf 


v1olence upon the one phraſe, namely that of mutation (which 
Mr 
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r. Blonde conteſſeth p. 155, in appearance plus favorable a 7 opi- 


por de Rome) to accord it with the other, namely that of zype 
nd figzre, ©. 1s taken away. For to be figure or /izn, 1n reſpe&t 
what remains unchang'd, whether it be the {/zb/tance of the 
W.cments, or only their properzzes or fſpectes, well conſiſts with a 
rue change of the ref? 1nto Chriſt's Zody, if the ſpecres only re- 
Wain ; or with a #27racu/ous change of Chriit's Body to be join'd 
ith, or contain'd in, the Elements, 1t the /ub/arce of them {kill 
-Memain. But ſuch a mzraculoss change into Chriſt's Foay no way 
Fonſilts with the Z/ements being only a Sacrament or ren there- 
f, without any rea/ preſence with them of that Foay 1gto which 
hey are ſaid by Onminipotency to be chang'd. For now where is 
here any ſuch mzrack ſhew'd about the Symbols? Where any 
miſtake or mis-information of the ſexſe beholding them? And 
Bf any contend, that they are call'd figures, gc. in ſome Texts 
Tf the Fathers, with excluſion to the preſence 'of Chrilt's Boay ; 
reſp. Tis with excluſion not to any rea/ preſence of this Boay, 
as the ſecond Opinion will grant, who athirm 1t really preſent 
othe worthy Recelver,) nor to ary rea/ preſence with the ſym- 
Wo/s; but only to ſome 22anner of the preſence thereof ; namely, 
as {t avas when Crucified. 
That this Anſwer may ſeem the more warrantable, I refer 
Fyou to Dr. Taylor, p. 20. who there us'd it in another matter. 
This of the Father's Language : But the next Ages after the Fa- 
Mthers (the Seventh and Eighth Age ) proceeded contrary to the 
Reformed, in their judgment of the ſence of Antiquity ; rejecting 
the words of Figure and mage (as oppos'd to a real vreſence,) 
and abetting the miraculous change. See AnaFtaſius, Damaſcen, 
the Second /Vzicene Council in the Eaſt, that of Francfort in the 
E Weſt, following the former expreſſions of Vice, as quoted 1n 
Blonael, p. 365. Tho I ſuppole they deny'd not, /7gure, and 
Image, and real Preſence, taken in ſeveral reſpetts well to con- 
fiſt together. And indeed, ſuppoſing that the Fathers were all 
of one mind in this obſcure myfery, and that they held all what 
| the 74zrd or fourth Opinion pretends they did; yet ſo many 1e- 
| veral things conſfider'd in the Sacrament Ng Paſſion, or his 
Boay as en the Croſs, commemorated ; Chriſt's Body, as preſent 
with the Signs, offer 'd as a Socrifice to the Father ; and then fea 
upon by the Communicants : The Symbols mean-while, only viſible, 
| and nothing beſides; uſed in this ſacred attion as Signs, Figures, 
þÞ 4d Similitudes, not only of Chriſt's Body as preſent in one FAA? L 
| K 2 :2t 


CY 
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but of 7t not preſent in another, ( namely, as 1t convers'd in t 
World, and ſufter'd for us) ; theſe Symbols Offer'd likewiſe, at 
Eaten, as well as the Body | muſt needs produce diverlity of Ft 
preſ/:ons ; now looking one way, now another, according to th 
thing to which they relate ; the hke variety to which I kno 
got whether any other ſubject in the world 1s capable of. 

In thar place of 7ertu/lian, Figura corports ( according to whi 
is ſd before, and 1n 0#/.-2. ) argues not, that Zertn/lian hel 
not erm corpus to be together with pars, the Figure, Whie| 
lecms to be his opinion, byhis ſaying before | fecz# parem co 
pus ſaum | ; which panis was 1n the ' Old Teſtament ( tho 7h 
much oppos'd by A/arczon, who deny'd the Old Teſtament, an 
all the zypes and relations thereof to the New } allo (.as 7 errul 
han ſhews preſently after this) a Figure of Chriſt's Boay ; and þ 
that phraſe after | 2or capit figuram |, and by his expreſlions elſe 
where concerning it, That, ad uxorem 1.2. c.5. Non ſciet Mariti 
guid ſecreto, (7.e. the Euchariſt ) aute omnem cibum guſtes? oy 
ferverit, panem, non illum, credit, eſſe, gui atertar. | It this be ai 
aflertion, and not (as Junius thinks 1t 1s) an interrogation 14 
ther, referring to /nfanticidium Apol. c. 7. | And that de Zabl.c. n 
Semel Fudei Chriſto manus mtuterunt, ijti quottdte corpus ejus laceſ 
fant; ſpeaking of the Fucharilt. And that adv. Marcion. 1. 1. c.1 
Az tte guidem (72. e.. Chriftus) nec aguam reprobauit Creatoris,gh 
---Mec panem, guo ipſum corpus ſum repreſentat, (1.e. praſentem 
redart, if we may interpret 1t by the ſame ſenſe of the word in 
L. 4. C. 22. [taque jam reproſentans enum, 1. e. Deus Chriſtum) Hid 
ell Filius meus ; .a717ue ſubanditur, quem 1epromiſt repreſentans, 

(7. 6. Praſentans ). ; 

{0 y |. How the ſame in ſome ſcene may be ſaid, to be /4be or 
anh te it felt, ſee before. But, there being 7:wwo 7hmgs in the $4 
crameut ; and ſoxzethins remaining after Conſecration, which 1s 
not the oxy of Chriſt, but the $y97:bol thereof, &x. None ay, 
that Chriſt's Zoay. in the Fucharitt 1s the Zmage, or /ien, fignre, 


or- /emlztude of 17: felt, as in the Evcharilt : Bur either, that thef 
Synbols are frens, fienrcs, Gy. of the Body; or, the Poay, as 1n 


the Eucharitt, a fare, gc. of the ſame Boay as Crucihed. 


To | 4 | thatS. AuSfin held a real preſence off Chrift s body m | 


the EuchariFt, thoſe of the ſecond opinion I think will not deny. 
'Fhat he held this its preſence in the Euchariſt to be with the 


ſymbols alto before communicating, I think 1s clear from his other 
ſayings quoted p. 38, &c. The words, zmmediately before tholz 


Oe .zz+c =». 2rt 


here 
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here quoted, are, Aonne ſemel immolatus ef Chriſtus in ſcipſo, ty. 
amen in Sacramento omni die peprlts mnmolarur, nec ubi7ne ment: 
ur qt interrogatns, eum reſponderit immotari. - $1 enim SOcranmcn- 


Euchariſt, as ſignifyirig Chriſt's 7920/a7zom on the Crofs,' and 1o 
tis rightly ſaid, not property, but ſecundum qguendam' modum, or 
wdammodo, the Poay of Chrilt as the »>Body was in that manner 
exiſtent. And thus  Paſchaſias anfwered this place above 809 
years ago. DTC h Wy 

* But 1t 1s capable alfo of another anſwer, (and'fo ſome other 
7hiYplaces like it, ) That by Sacramentum S. Auſtin (there) means 
anYthe /y977bo/s : That corpus Chrijtz may be predicated guodammods 


1ulff of the /ien thereof, ( whether 1t be the ſubſtance or only the ſpe- 


d bÞ& czes of the bread, ) namely, after ſuch a manner-as the Contub-- 


e1{ {tantialifts ſay, Fzc pans et corpus meum. ' And thus Alverns 
tut an{wered this place again{t Perengarzms, before any Council had 
fy Mp decreed 7 ranſubſtantiation. Laltly, S. du57in inftanceth in Pap- 
* aff 71m; that the Apoſtle ſauh 1n 1t, confepuit; ſumus, becaulte: 
 14Y Soptiſmus ſepulturam fignificabat » but none may lawfully con- 
c. "| clude from hence, that S. Auſtin held Zaptiſm only to f19nifie 
ceſM grace, and not to confer 1t ; neither therefore may he, that the 
14M Scrament of the Euchariſt only ſignified Chrilt's Pody. 
AY To[t| 1. The place in P/alm 98. Since S. Auiin ſpeaks 
[emf here of eatjng it; all thoſe who hold the worz7hy receiver to par- 
1inffl 7ake and ear that very ſubFtantial body which ſuffered for them rp. 
Hidf &» 2he crofs, can make no ule of this place. Now for this I muſt 
25K remember you again of Ca/vm's expreliion : ---2Vegue enim 710- 
tis ſuc tautum beneficitm nobis offert ChriStns, fed corpres ipſum 14 
off 9uo paſſus ef. And ſee what Dr. 7 aztor ſaith p. 20. 2. Note, 
$2.Þ that S. Auf elicwhere ( 2s in P/abn. 33. upon thoſe words, A4c- 
| 15 redite ad enm fy 1//ummemmr;, and contra Faultum 12, /. 20. c.) 
ay faith as plaznly the ſceming-contrary 'to this : ' Fader de. ornici-: 
re five tenebrati ſunt, rt9s manducands ts» bibendo crucifixum Humi- 
he namar. ---£#t nunc bins guod de Chriſti latere manavit. 2. In 
nf the very ſame 98. P{i]. are thoſe words quoted before. Amo 
| autem Carnem itlam manducat nift prits adoraverit, which invws 
mx either Chritt's very fleſh in the Eucharitt, or adoration of ano- 
y.Þ ther creature for the fleſh of Chrilt. ' 4. I fee no reaſon why 
ef that old anſwer may not pals, given long ſince again{t Perer.- 
cr 2arits, quoting this place, Non dem corpus, (1.6) im propria [ia 
2 /pecze, accompanied with the natural qualities of fleſh artd blood ;; 
vo {\ 682 


Sa &c. From this it ſeems plain, that Se.' Auſtin ſpeaks of the' 
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Non in fpecie mortali & viſibili, ut aderut tunc praſens diſcipublif che 
 ſuts, ſed alio modo impaſfibiliter &y moibiliter je habens. Neithe 
dothDazte's Reply (1n his 24. an{wer to Chaumont p.4y.) move me 
« | that when;corn 1s firſt ſown, and eared, and threſhed, and { 
< round, and mou{ded unto bread, we may with the ſame reafqi 
< maintain , that the-cater of this bread eats not the ſame cor 
« that was threſhed x9 hkecaule its, ,now rhonged in 1ts gwalrt1es, 
becauſe this alteration about our Saviour's hoay, as it 1s 28v1/thle 
tmpaſſible, &c in the Euchariſt, 1s much more ſtrange than thai 
he inſtanceth in. But-that all ſuch expreffrons, as we make thi 
to be, are not proper, ſee the Apoſtles 1 Cor. 15.37. 7 hon ſowesi 
not that body that fhail be, 1.e. with ſuch and ſuch qualities and 
ornaments as it ſhall come up, tho it ſhall be zdem wumero corpus 
1n the reſurre&ion ; and fo fleſh and blood ſhall not mherit the 


kingdom of heaven, tho fleſh otherwile yrs ſhall inherit it Þ gy 
for our Saviour's glorified body had We and bone. Luk- 24- 39 it 
And ſee St. Auſtin's diſcourſe upon thele places, #p. 146. where /e, 
to reconcile caro poffracbit, and cara non poſſidebit &c, he ſaith} nc 
caro ſecundum ſubſtantiam poſſidebit, caro autem, cum ſecundum p. 
corruptionem intelligitur, non poſſidebit, And to for the wheat ſown re 
Non guod triticum, ſaith he, non erit ex tritico; ſed quod nem 
ſemmat herbam, flipulam, gyc, cum quibus ifta ſemina exurgunt. || d 
: 5. Laith, the ſame P__ are found in other Fathers, whoſe r; 
_ perhaps 1s more clear than S. Aus, that the ſame be is 
FA that was crucified 1s 1n the Sacrament recerved as 1n S. Am $; 
roſe comment 77 Lac. 1.8. urged by Daifle 2d. Rep. to Chaum i by 


P- 33T- and an S. FZerom. im Epheſ. 1. cap. where he thus on 7, 
verſe. Duphiciter vero ſanguts Chriiti & caro mtelligitur : Spirifl fe 
tualis i/la atgue diving, de gua ipſe dixit, Caro mea vere et cibus fl Se 
& ſanguis mens vere et potus: ty niſi manducaueritis caruem me- 
am, ty ſanguinem biberitis, non babebitis vitam aternam ; vel can tc 
©. [anguis, que crucifixa et, ty gui militis effuſus eff lancea. Fuxit [a 
hanc arvuiſumem, ty m ſanttis ejus diverſitas ſanguinis oy carnis ac-Þ x; 
ciprtur ; ut alia ſit caro, que viſura eFt ſalutare Det, alia caro Off tl 
Janguts, gue regnum Dei non queant poſſidere. But here he means} 
__ in quality only, as 1s * rms efore. This diſtinQtion off 1 
Chrilt's fleſh in S. Frerom Dr. Tailor qualifies thus, p. 10. That C 
Hoay which was crucified 1s not that boa which ts eaten m the 1 
Sacrament, if the intention of the Propo/ition be, to ſpeak of the Þ 9 
eating 1t in the ſa-7ze manner of being. But | that body which was » 
crucified is the ſame we do eat | if the intention be, to ſpeak as n 
the Þ - 


| ducation of Chri 
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the ſame thmpg in ſeveral manners of being and operating ; the 
lame anſwer the Dodfor gives here I conceive fits this place of 
S. Auſtin. To the place ( de doe?. Chriitiana ) flagitinm or facinus 
can appear only in the Capernaitan conceit of cating 1t (as I men- 
tioned but now in the anſwer given to the laſt place urged by 
Berengarins ) in propria ſua ſpecie as accompanied gr. ſee p. 
Therefore the Father meaneth only that 7he text was not [o to be 
underſtood. But Lappotng that 1t 1s indeed Chrilt's very body we 
recerve m the Eucharist, yet what flagitinm , what horror, can 
any apprehend 1n 1t, as he receives it after another manner of 
being, 7mpaſſibiliter, muiſtbiliter ſe habens, under the viſible ſpecies 
only of bread and wine? As lor that the Father faith afterward, 
that the locution 1s figaraza, and. inculcates only a memorial of 
the Paſſion &C. it 18 very true, tho Chriſt's very Body that ſuffered 
o#.the Croſs be granted to be preſent alſo in the ZuchariF ; becauſe 
it is not 1n the ſame manuer preſent, and in its Euchariſtical pre- 
ſence relates to the other : for which ſee what 1s ſaid (thatT may 
not often repeat the ſame things ) before, in the 24. Obſervation. 
p. --- and below | of the ſacrifice of the Eucharit being a 
repreſentative or commemorative 7u reſpett of that of the Crofs | p. 
yet in this fr S. Auſtin {eems to 1peak, not of the 1man- 
's body made more particularly in the Zucha-- 
rift, but extraſacramenzal and tn general ; as by faith it may, and 
is to be 'done at all times by us in a /pirizual manner ; and as our 
Saviour's: auditors might have eaten 77 at that very time, when. 
he made this Sermon to them. Therefore at 15 worth the mark- 
ing that what in {ome verſes of this Chapter he exprefſeth by 
feeding, in others he promiſcuouſly denoterh by he/zeving, on him, 


| See Jo. 6. 35,40,47,64, compared with 50,5 3,545 7. 


To theſe places that follow quoted out of S. Ambroſe, T anſwer 


| to the #7/2. . That there are two ways to underſtand /imz/iruds 


ſanguinis or cruorts , either fimultudo, non craor (Or Yeritas ru 
ris) or ſunilitudo, non ſpecies ( or exterzor apparentia cruits ), lell 
there ſhould ſo arife fome horror fromit. Now that the Father 
oppoſeth not the /m/izude to exclude cruor or veritatem CYHOVLS,, 
his aflertion before puts out of doubt, v1mum gy aqua fit [anznis 
Chrifti, and ſanguis not 1n figura or ſacramento, but terns fungus, ; 
as appears 1n the latter place quoted. Which aflertion occaſi- 
ons ST objection. His meaning therefore 1s, Þ:bimns /tmilitud;- 
nem &c, ne ſit horror , ſed ſub qua ſimilitudme contimetur , licet 


non videatur, veritas. To the 2d, place, vere nature gratia & !r- 
; ts 
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tus maybe underſtood either virtus &» gratia ſanguzns, either E 
onul cum natura ſanguints or ſine natura ſanguins. But 1f it þ 
taken this latter way, then the Fa7her after ſuch high expreſ 
015 5111 be made to atlert 1n earneſt no more than a Zuneglan 
and'this interpretation will never confiſt with what goes before 
[ vera cars Cy veritas fangums ficut verus Filins fy ſermo Chri 
enutans generalia Tuſtituta nature, | upon 'which an objeCtion 
being raiſed | nou w2deo ſangumrs veritatem, therefore there ſeem 
to be there 1n-the Cup no {ſuch thing, ] he that makes the Fa 
ther to deny, under /im/:7udo, veritatem ſanzuinis, makes him 1 
his anſwer to grant the objection, and reverſe his former poll 
tons. = 
To [n| I will firlt fer you down for an a//ay ſome othe 
places 1n S. Auſtin, exprelſing carnem gy ſangumen Domini to be 
received by the unworthy: and then you will better digeſt the 
common anſwer to thele places. Contra Donatiftas 5.1. 8.c. Te 
11luſ{trate ( againſt them ) {wa ---7s nullo modo facit, ut Baptiſmn; 
bonus non ſit, aut ut emmnno Haptiſmus non ſit, quiſgtts eo {6 
gnia in hereft, frve quia in peſſums moribus vivit, nou legitime utitur 
he brings 1n a /emzle from the Euchariſt. /ndigne guiſgue ſumen 
Dominicum Sacramentum non efficit, ut quia ipſe matus eſt, malum 
fat ; aut, quia non ad fa/utem accipit nihil acceperit. Corpus enim Dt 
mi ty ſanguis Domim nhilominas erat etiam illis, quibus diceba 
Apoſtolus ; Qu manducat indigne, judicium fibii manducat ty bibit. 
{t «Fatt. 11. Sermon upon thoſe words, |Quz blaſphemaverit it 
Spiritum ſauttum, non habebit remifſunem in &ternum, | to 1. 
iultrare Chriſtum non mtendif/e omnem ſed qpuendam blaſphemantis 
711 Sp. S. reatum, he brings that ſaying Jo. 6. Qui manducat meam 
caruem &C. 14 me manet, Upon which, Nunguzd (tlainh he ) er7am 
zIlns þic poterimus accipere, de quibus aicit Apoſtolus, quod judicium 
101 manducent &y bibant, cam 1plam carnem manducent, fy wium 
Janguimem bibant ? *&C. ---Sed profetto &ft guidam modus .amandut 
caudl illam carnem &c. quonndo: qui manducaverit in Chriſto ma- 
Het * ---GUCM mMCAUM —_— e Chriſius videbat, guando ſta dt 
ccbat. Sic ig1tur &y 1 e0 guodinit, Qui blaſphemauerit--- 162. Epiſt. 


againſt the Douati/ts ; 7 olerat zþſe Dominus Judam : ſmit accipert 
/ruter migeentes diſcepulos, quad fiacles noverunt, pretium neftrum, 
Fr. 163. Tratitorem ſunm, qui jam pretium ejus acceperat, nſque ad 
1; mum pacis ofculium imter- mnecentes ſecum efje perpeſſus eſt. Tait 
:v, tee thoſe quotations p.10,1 1,and efpectally that, where he ſaith, 
aries terre (1.6. ſupervss } arcipere 4 corpore © fannnme Chrilt, 

; ad rare, 
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dorare, mAnducare, &c and this | adirare | is ſuch, as he allows 


er ji no ( other | creature, as you may ſee in his diſcourſe upon 


It þ dorate ſcabelſum ; which adoration alſo being before manduca- 
WE Hog it ſufficiently inferreth"S. Auf7ir's belief of the preſence 


f Chriſt's #oay with the /ymbo/s before communicated. 
This qualification premiſed ; the common diſtinction in anſwer 
yhich was given of old, before any Conciliary decree concerning 
ranſub/tantiation, and allo 1s ſet down in Conc.Tr:d. 13. Sefs. 8.c.) 1s 
is. Aoſdamn accipere Chrifti corpus Sacramentaliter tautum, as the 
nworthy receivers ; yet in which Sacramental ſumption 1s the 
ue bogy of Chriſt, tho not the fruit and efficacy, and benefit there- 
f, as to them that received, but hurt and judgment; (as the 
ume good nouriſhment 1s received by the lick and healthful 
omach, but as the one is fed, the other 1s damag'd by it ; ) gwoſ- 
m Spiritualiter tantum, 7ui voto iHlum celeſtem panem edentes, 
de viva ( qua per dileftionem operatur)) frutfum ejus of utilita- 
mm ſentiunt ; guoſdam Sacramentaliter ſummul fy Spiritualiter ;, as 
e worthy receivers of it who, by the Sacramental reception, 
s well as Spiritual, partake more the virtue thereof, than the 
ly Spiritual receivers, ( but of this more anon,) as alſo the 
icked incur more judgment by their unworthy reception of it, 
Wan were it only of the bare repreſentative thereof, my thus 
ing 1n a higher manner ez corporzs Chriitz in the Apoltle's ex- 
reſſion T Cor. 9. Now S. Auſtin means, nou manducant corpus 
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VIWomini Spiritualiter. 
| " Bat if 1t ſeem ſtill to ſome S. Auſtin's pu that the wicked 
Se 0 no way at all receive the very #oay, but only. the ſacrament 


hereof, as underſtood only as repreſenting it: Yet I ſee not 
© vith ſubmiſſion to better judgments) that it muſt neceſſarily 
fer, that he held not Chriſt's /rue body's being before preſent 
1th the ſymbols, and offered to the wirked, but only it, by ceal- 
5 to be there, ( for his body 1s only voluntarily preſent, and 
rhaps only in ſuch caſes as this may de/enere 161 eſſe, ficut ante 
onſecrationem ii nou erat, ) not to be received at all by the Wick; 
d,as many hold it not. to be devoured together with the conſe- 
rated elements by beaſts gc, neither mm ſpecte propria, nor aliena.: 
ee before. And Z/trns gives 1t the place of an argument, .u. ſen. 
p. dftinf#. 3. ſef?. Peccator magis eſt Deo abominabilis quam ani- 
wal brutum, multo minus gitur peccator ſumit Chriſti corpus. 
o anſwer which he holds the opinion contrary to the others ; 
uncly, that @ brutis animalibus etiam ſumilur non ſecundum pro- 
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priam ſpeciem, ſed ſecundum ſpecies Sacramentakes. 

 Andlee Dr- Field, Append. to the 3d. book 17, 18. C. quoti 
out of Yaldenſts To. 2. de Euchap. 19. c. That many , who 
firmed the bread to be changed into Chriſt's body, yet held, wh 
unworthy men came to communicate, the boay and blood of Chr 
to ceaſe to be preſent; and when a wricked man 1s to receive itt 
ſub5tances of bread and wine to- return &%x, why might not S. 
flin's conceit be the ſame? | 

To|[$ |, beſides that two Councils not long after (one int 
Eat, another in the Ye) oppoſed that of ConFtantinople 
this matter of the Sacrament, fe hereafter :) 

I can ſay only this, that $94z'as oppoſed to gvm mult not 
taken in ſuch a fenfſe, as that upon conſecration the e/erme 
are not made d7vnum corpus, or adoration not due to it. Þ 
theſe two things that Council aftirms, as well as zmage and corp 
$4721 Not gvyorr ; and for this. the Council of Mice that follow: 
{aid of thoſe Fathers of ConSanrimople, that huc illucque ſe 
&antes, moonſtantia oy minime firma omnia ſua dogmata afſeru 
But why may not mage here, and 94ozw be oppoſed , not 
the verizy of Chriſt's boay in the Eucharilt after ſome mann 
but only to 1ts. being there as formerly on earth, that 1s, afte 
natural, manner? tor 1t 1s not in the Euchariſt guaxcs ; 
the Euchariſt ſo ( by other Fathers), 1s called only an mage 
it. And why might not the Council of Ace miſtake the {en 
of this Council 1n one point, az well as Mr. Blond: p. 4 
grants that of Franc&kfort did miſunderſtand 1t in anothe1? 


To| « ],fee what 1s ſaid to[y ]. --To | a ] ( which ſeems mo 
material than the reſt,) with which ] ſhall confider allo | 
their Reply to the 34 Conlideration about Sacrifice - 

Hirst I lay, if there be found ſo much, not only 1n the at 
c:ent A7r/jals but thoſe now uſed, that makes againſt any ſu 
ftantial converſion of the elements into Chrilt's boay ; and it th 
oftering the Zuchari/t thereinas a Sacrifice, 1s only commemork 
tve of that upon the Cr9f, (in which fenſe the Retormed 
allow a Sacrihce,) without involving any ſpecial preſence ( 
Chriſt's body with the elements; how comes 1t to ro that ol 
3y the fourth opinion retains {ti]]. the ſame forms: ( for the thang 
which arc here objeRed) that were uſed in St. Amvroſe's days 
{or if only uted in-the time of Grezvry the Great, yer then thei 
grant there was yet no corruption 1n the doctrine ——_— 

acre 
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uoUcrament ) againit whoſe modern tenents theſe formes make ſo 
bo puch, and that all the other z7hree opinions have made new 
*"U&rmes to themſelves, and rejeted the 9/4? which they plead are 
Ch favourable unto them ? In doing which things Luther 1s {aid in 
We beginning of his book de abroganda Miſſa to objett to himſelf; 
* Magnum oft certe tot ſaculorum conſuetudmi, tanta mullitudinis 
mui, tautorumgue Authoritati reluttari. ---Tu ſolus ſapis? totne 
ant unrverſ1? tanta ſacula erraverunt? Again, how can we 
ore juſtzfie their reverence to Antiquity than in this thing, that 
ey have not taken the boldneſs to corre&, or change, or note 
the daily and Publick Seryice, what makes ſo much againſt 

ex preſent opinions ? | 


Now to come cloſer to the matter, and to ſpeak a little more 
lly, rt. (in anſwer to +) 1n what ſenſe the ZuchariF 1s now or 
Fas anciently uſed as a Sacrzfice ; that that which follows may be 
ore cleared by 1t, and that you may ſee whether there may 
2 ſo juſt cauſe for that clamor that is made againſt it, as 1njur1- 
Wus and derogating from the Sacrifice upon tbe Croſe: 
1 Firſt,”T1s conteſs'd,as by the Farhers,ſo by thoſe of the fourth F. Xxv1. 
Wpinzon, 'That the Sacrzfice made on the Croſs 1s the only Sacrifice. The opinion 
at by 1ts own virtue takes away S1ns ; and that there 1s no need gf zhe Fg. 
Wt any wore Sacrifice for Sin z. e. for making full [atisfattion, jhers con- 
Wnd paying the due deb? for Sin; that therefore the Sacrifice cerning it. 
annot, nor need not, to be iterated in this reſpe&t, for then muſt 
hriſt often have ſuffer'd, gc. ſee Heb. g. 25, 26, 28. ſee Heb. 
0. 1c, 12, 14, 18. That therefore the Sacrifice of the Eucha- 
iff 1s no new or drvers Sacrifice from that of the Croſs, no ſuple- 
nt or completement of it, but only repreſentative or commems- 
ative of zt; applying (ſee the manner more explain'd hereafter) 
Wnto par7icular men the remiſſion purchas'd thereby, as alſo all 
ther fruits and benefits thereof. Which apphcation, as it 1s ſard 
$o be obtain'd by Chriſt's preſent mrexceſſton now 1n Heaven, by 
Bath, by Prayer, by the Sacraments, gc. ( in a ſevcral way) with- 
out any ſuſpition of a 41m7muron or jury done thereby to the 
OMBnerits of the Paſſion; lo may it as ſafely be a7tributed to this 
Nrontinual Sacrifice of Chriſtians, the Zuchari/t. For this, ſec Conc. 
YR 11d. 5.22. c. 1. Domimum noſtrum in cana noviſſuma Dileftu ſponſe 
heBue Eccle/ie vifibili ( ficut hominum natura exiett ) relignſe ſacri- 
OW frinm: , guo cruentum illud ſemel in cruce peragendum repraſenta- 
TFe/ur, ejuſgue memoria in finem uſyue ſaculi permaneret, atque - 
L'z | ? 
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lins ( 1.6. of the Sacrifice of the Croſs) ſalutaris virtus in rem 
ftonem eorum, gue a nobis quotidie committuntur, peccatorum apy 
caretur. And ſo ch. 2. Cujus oblationts cruenta finttus per hi 
uberrime percipiuntar. See Fſtins ſent. 4. d.12. $.12,13. Dum} 


tres ſacrificium cruis unicum wy ſmgulare ſacrificium Chriſt ianor 


eſſe dicunt, intelligunt quod propria virtute Deum placat, quale n 
eſt ſacrificium miſſee, utpote habens vim ſuam omnem ex ſacrifici 
cruce peratto.---Nam incruenta ſeu myſtica oblatione corporis & 
gainis Chriſti ( ex dottrina Fccleſt.e ) non hoc agitur ut per eam | 


retur precium, quo redimantur peccata; ſed ut applicetur pretim 


wnico illy crucis facrificio comparatum nobis ad remiſſunem pecca! 
rum ty ad cetera ſalutaria dona conſequenda. Quare ſicut ung 
illud ſa:rificium crucis non tollif vim baptiſmi oy ahorum ſacrame 
forum quibus renovamur, ſanctificamur, a peccatis purgamur ; 1 
ficnt non derogat efficacia tllins oblationis i orationis, qua adh 
Chriſlus in c@1s continu ſemetipſum pro nobrs fſtit, &y offert | 
tri & continuo pro nobis mterpeliat ; ita nec tollit incraentam t 
lationem farrificu miſſae aut quicguid derogat ejus virtuti.See the li 
ſaid in Fellarm. ae Miſa l. primo, c.25. Fatemur ſacrificium cr1 
vim ſempiternam. habere ad [anttificandaum, gy. atgue made nom « 
opus. alto ſacrificto cructs, aut ejnſdem facrificii crners repetition 
---Negamus autem made ſequi, non poſſe ſine crucis Chris 711m 
multiplicari [acrificia reprajentantia ſacrificium cructs, wy ejns f 
&um nobis applicantia. Nam /t ita cfjet---Efficeremns omma ſacri 
cia teſtamenti veteris fuiſſe peratta' in injuriam cructs Chriſti.-- 
hor eſt totns error adverſarwrum, guod [tht falſo perſuaſerint, nos tr 
buere miſe vim Femittendi peccata ſme ulſo ordine ad ſacr ificn 
crucis, ---Or, guod Miſſa vim habcat expiandi peccata ſme crucis | 
erificio,---fed ſacrificinm m_ applicat fruttum ſacrifecit cructs. 
Dr. Folaen de Reſol. Fid. 1.2. c. 4. Propitiatorium quidem ef | 
facrificrum ; fed non ea modo guo ſacrificium crucis; puta 7 
demptionem generis humani.: ſacrificium enim Crucis adeo 
ficrens eft Oy abunaans, ut nec altero, nec hujus iteratione nobts w 
latenns opus ſit, in ratione redemptionis. Quapropter vi ſolius miſ 
facrificu nihil meretur nobis Chriſtus, ſed per illud nobrs applicant! 
(/icut by per ſacramenta ) fruttus meritorum Chriſti per imnmolati 
nem ſuam ſangumeam acquiſiti. Flaud 1itur docet nos druina Oy 6 
tholica fides ſant#um hoc ſacrificrum mij/e, ut diſtintum | /i t 
abſolute diſtmttum) a ſacrificio cru. tis, de fe peccata remittere, gt 
tram augere, juſtificationem afferre, oe. An autem /it hoc [acrifi 
um abſolutum an relatruum ſolummodo ( nempe commemorat? 
repreſentativum, ſignificatiuum, ) ft T heologicarum litigationum 
ſeri. 
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See Cafſand. Conſult. de Sac. Corp. fy Sang. Chr. o& de iteratione 
er rofum. Some places of which you may find quoted by Biſhop 
Forb. 1. 3. c.1. f. 21. and many of the like out of other Authors, 
ſer down 1n that Chapter to which I refer you for them. 

Non itur hic novum eſt ſacrificium ; nam oy eadem hic eſt hoſtia 
que in cruce oblata fuit, ( 1.6. the Body and Blood of Chrilt) Hs 
commemoratio 1m myſterio ſacrificu his in cruce peratti, &y con- 
tinuati in celis ſacerdotii ty ſacrificii Chriſti in imagine repreſeuta- 
tio ; guo ( ſacrificio) non efficitur nova propitiatio oy _—_ pecca- 
torum, ſed ea, gue ſemel [ufficienter in cruce fatta eſt, nobis quogue 
efficax eſe poſtulatur. Chrilt making ſuch an Offering unto the 
tame pR_ of his Body here on the A/far by his Sub/tizures, 
as is by ZZimſeif now 1n Heaven made of the ſame Boay : It be- 
ing vidtima perenuts oy perperua gue ſemel oblata conſumi non f oy 

2 
offerri dicitur quando non ſolum pro 11s oblata commemoratur , ve- 


Tun etiam ſoleuni prece pro us omnibus efficax oy falutaris efſc 


poſtulatur,---- And after, ſacrificium non modo Frchariſticam, ſod 
etiam propitiatorium dict poſjet, non quidem ut efficiens propitiatio- 
nem (quod ſacrificio crucis proprium eſt) ſed ut cam jam fattam im- 
perrans, guomodo Oratio "0 gar pr arc poteſt. See Ir. a Santa 
Clara on the XXXI. Article of the Church of Zxgland, | [acrifi- 
cium Miſfſe | non eft propitiatorium primo, quia hoc competit ſairi- 
ficio mn cruce, licet bene per ſe, oy quaſi ſecunao per applicationem 
ſacrificri cruenti oy per commemorationem ejus , adeo ut ratio p — = 
tiationis originaliter ſa: rificio in cruce competat , oy inc ſeu illius 
virtute huic. Ut etiam vette notauit Canus in locis /. 12. C12. ubr 
aicit ; Satis efſe ut were oy proprie ſit ſacrtficium, guod mors ita 
nmunc ad peccati remiſhonem appiicetur ac ft Chriſtus nunc morere- 
Tur ; ubt rationem propiliationis application! mortts Chriſtz tributt. 
Et ad eundem ſenſum cita! Gregormm | in ſerpſo immortaliter vrvens 
iterum itt hoc myſterio moritur : | mor's 7g1thr meruenta m altari vir- 
tutem ſuam derivat a marte cruenta in cruce---b& in hoc ſenſu hoc 
ſacrificrum eft imago fy exemplar alterius in cruce, unde omn1s ſalus 
radicaliter emanavit. Nulla prorſus hic erit diffcultas cum dotio- 
ribus Proteſtantibus, &yc. Thus he; where alſo he ſaith, that in 
the later words of the Article ( ſufficiently vehement ) /z /ob1e 
intelligantur nihil agitur contra ſacrificia miſſa? in ſe fe ed contra 
uulearem vel unuleatam opinionem de iþfts ; ſcrlicet quod ſacerdotes 
in O—_ offerrent Chriſtum pro vivis gy defunttis in remiſſionem 
pune & culpe, adeo (1.c. in ſuch a manner) ut virtue hujus [a- 
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crificii ab its oblatt, independenter a crucis facrificio, mererentur 

popule remiſſinem, &yc. But this vulzata opini, as no Church main. 
tains, ſo neither can 1t ( without a high breach of Chriſtian cha- 
rity) on any Church be charg'd. See Champney de Yocat. MiniFt, 
againſt Maſon, cap. 17. pag. 704, xc. of whom only delivering 
the common Doctrine of the Roman Church Dr. Fern acknow- 
1:dgeth, That he makes wide difference between the Sacrifice of 
the EuchariF?, and that of the Croſs ; and indeed comes to that 
which we allow in the Eucharilt as it 1s a Sacrament ( ſee his 
Exam. of Champney p. 324. ) but yet (p.346.) he grants the Fa- 
thers to have Offer'd the Sacrifice of the Altar ( as they call'd 
it ) which was the repreſentation of Chriſt's Sacrifice, for the 
Dead, for an Tmpetration of all that Mercy, Redemption, and Glory 
for them, which was yet behind. And (p. 354.) he ſaith, we have 
Chriſt's warrant and appointment----ſacramentally here below to re. 
preſent his own Oblation upon the Croſs, and by it to beg and im- 
petrate what wwe or the Church ſtand in need of Where, in the 
Celebration of the Euchariſt, he plainly involves, not only a 
communication of Chriſt's Body and Blood, but alſo a Repreſenta- 
tion of the Sacrifice of the Croſs, and this Impetratory of Ble{ſmegs 
for our frethren abſent, and not only for our ſetves Communicants. 
---See Piſhop Forbes, /. 3. de Euchariſtia c. 2. ſ. 2,3, 4, 5.---Mifſam 
- -Sacrificium propittatorium lano ſenſu dici poſſe , refte affirmant 
Romanenſes moderatiores , Non Jn ut efficiens. propitiationem 
& remiſſionem peccatorum, quod ſacrificio crucis proprium eſt, ſed 
ut cam jam factam impetrans---And . 5. ---omnes ; wir Roma- 
nenſes, quicungue tueantur ſententiam de modo vere ty realis pra- 
fentie corports Chriſti in Euchariſtia, agnoſcunt oblationem ſacrificit 
miſ/ee mcruentam ab illa una cruenta que fatta eft in cruce, omnem 
ſuam vim oo efficaciam haurire ovnines ut Sacramenta noui T eſta- 
menti. Which may alſo, I conceive, in ſome manner be ſaid of 
the Oblation of Himſelt by our High-Prieſt now in Heaven, Heb. 
3. 3,4, he not paying the price of our Redemption there now, 
but formerly upon the Croſs. 

See in Blonael c. 4. prop 9. the Teſtimonies of Zulgins Alex. 
and of Chryſoflom in Feb. Hom. 17. The later (not fully ſet 
down by him) I will tranſcribe you,---upon Feb.9. 25. Quid ve- 
19? nos enimquotidie offerimus ? offerimus qguidem , ſed ejus mor- 
rem revocamus 1m memoriam ; Oy iþſa una eſt non mulls. 2uomoda 
ra eft non mult ? quoniam ſemel fuit oblata, illa illata fuit m San- 


<4 Santforum. Hoc eft figara i/lins, Oy iſa illius; eundem enim 
ſemper 
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ſemper offermus ; non nunc quidem alium ſed ſemper eundem ; 


guamobrem unum eſt ſacrificium.Propter hanc rationem quoniam mul. 
tis in hcis offertur, multine ſunt Chriſti? nequaguam. Sed unus ubi. 
gue Chriſtus, qu FE h1ic eſt plenus & lic plenus, unum corpas. Qun- 
modo ergo multis in locis oblatus unum eſt corpus gy non mult 
corpora, ita etiam unum eſt ſacrificium. Pontifex noſter ille eff FL 
illam Obtulit hoſtiam qua nos mundat. Tllam nunc Tnuogue offer. 
mus gue tunc fuit oblata, -> non poteſt conſumi, hoc fit in recoraa- 
tiouem ejus guod tunc factum eft ; bhi enim facite mquit in mot 
recordationem : ncu alam hoſtiam, ſicut Pontifex ( 1. e. the Leviti- 
cal High-Prieſt ) ſed eandem ſemper facimus, vel potins hoftice ſea 
ſacrifict facimus recordationem. | 

2. Yet do they | both afhrm "the Euchariſt to. be a 7rue and 
Yr Sacrifice ; (ke quotations hereafter.) /» ip/o veriſims oy [is 
gulari ſacrificio, ſpoken of the Euchariſt by St: Auſtin. True and 
Proper, not as 1t denies, or is oppos'd to Sacrifice relative to, or 
commemoratlve or repreſentative of, another Sacrifice ; namely, 
the Sacrifice of the Croſs. For the ſame Sacrifice may be ry 
ſuch, and yet commemorative. For ſaith Fellarmin, Sacrificta vye- 
teris Teſtament! fuere commemorationes poſtea futuri, T tamen 
fuerunt illa vetera in ſe vere gy proprie difta Sacrificia, de Miſſa, 1.1. 
c. IF. ſec. quod autem; ( and ſo St. Auſtin in the ſaying quoted 
hereafter, Chri/tiani jam, gc.) joins ob/atio corports Chriſti Sy cele- 
bratio memori& facrifici peratti. And thoſe among the Romaniſts ; 
who hold it not ſacrificium aliguod abſolutum, but reſativum, or 
commemorativum ; yet affirmed to be verum & proprium. Sce 
Forbes I. 3. C.1. [. 12, 13, 6%. See Mede Diatr. on Hat Its one 
thing to ſay, that the Lords Supper is a. Sacrifice (7 e. a proper- 
ene, ) and another to ſay, Chrift rs properly ſacrificed therein. For 
there may be a Sacrifice which 1s the repreſentation of another, 
and yet a Sacrifice too. And that not 1n a metaphorical but a 


proper lenſe, ſe. 5. 


Again, rae and proper ; not: as if there were-exaQtly found in- 
it all the properzies of- other Sacrifices, as the word Sacrifice 18: 
taken more 1trictly for a Slarghter-Offering ; tor the mictauion or: 
eccifion of ſome thing that hath lite, whereby 1t 1s put to ſome. 
pain and ſuftering. 'To this ſaith E/tzus, ſent. 4. d. 12. f. 12. 
Non ſequitur Chriſtum non immolari in altari quia. nihil patitur.. 
£jt enim hee immolatio myſtica, & talts qualts Chriſto-uunc Com- 
petere poteſt. And again, /[. 13. hoc ſenſu (7.6. as mmlatio-was- 
taken by the Fathers tor mat7atio offerend; cauſa fatta.) non vera 
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fed myſlica tautum ab tis agnoſcitur immolatio in altari, quam vg. 
cant 1mmolationem incruentam. Or, for the deſtruction and con. 
ſumption of any thing at all tho inanimate ( about which are 
many curious diſputes touching the conſumption of- the elements 
or of Chriſt's Sacramental being, &c, to make this of the Zu. 
charift bear the more reſemblance to other Sacrifices , methinks 
to little purpoſe, ſince in ſome thing (z.e. in ſome mactation) 
they grant a difference 1n it from them all, therefore why not 
here alſo ſay, e/# mmolatio-myſtica, gy talis gualis Chriſto nun 
competere poteſi : See Biſhop Forbes his cenſure of ſuch con- 
telts, 3.7. 1.c. 12.5.) Nor yet Zrue and proper, as if it had all 
other properties of that of the Crof# belides mattarron, or were 
propitiatory even in the ſame manner as it, as 1s ſhewn before; 
tor, that only, not this, Propria virtute Deum placat. 

But zrue and proper, in as much as it, by commemorating, and 
repreſenting again to God that bloody Sacrifice on the Croſs, and of-Þ 
fering to God the very ſame Sacrifice taken paſlive, ( z.e.) the ſame 
body of Chriſt that was once facrificed and flain on the Crols, 
procureth ( by way of mpetration, as other Sacrifices alſo anct- 
ently did, not by any new merz? or ſatisfaftion ) from God grace, 
and repentance , and remif}ton of in , (by the merits of the paſſzon 
which are then applied to us,) and other bleſ/ings Spiritual or 
temporal, to thoſe who come to God cum vero corde gy retta fide,cum 
metu oy reverentia &c: coming ſhort therefore 1n nothing of the 
true and proper Sacrifices of the O1d Teſtament, but that, as to 
the viſible Symbols, it 1s an oblation of things 7manimare ; but 
1n this alſo it reſembled of old by the Sacrifice of a perfecter | 
Prieſthood, 7. e. of Mekhiſedech, oftered unto God. See Biſhop | 
Forbes 3.1. 1.C. 4. ſetf. Patres magno conſenſu ( gui non eſt ſpernen. || 
aus) affirmant Melchiſedech panem or vinum non tantum protuliſſe Þ c 
& exbibuiſſe Abrahamo ad alendum exercitum, ſed Deo primum, Þ d: 
guem praclariſſime vittoria authorem agnoſcebat, uſitato mcdo ob- | 
7alijje oy hbaſſe : ac proimde ty Chriſtum, cujus ille figura fuit, in | 
znſtitutione herifie ut Sacerdotem idem 81/e , 1.e. of Melchi. Þ w 
ſedech. Which, that the Fathers generally held to have bin a true Þ n 
and proper Sacrifice, and to have bin by Meltiſedech offered to Þ 5 
God ; See Biſhop Forbes 3. /. 1.c. 4. ſet. Patres magno conſenſu Þ P. 
&c. where alſo 6, 7, ſef?. he urgeth the conceſſions of Maſon | n 
ale mamiſt. Ang. 5. libro 3.c. --and of Biſhop Morton, de Fuchar.6. | G 
/. 3.C.1. 5. Note that I ſaid, this Sacrzfice procureth or obtaineth 
from God remzfſron of ſm &c by way of impetration, as alſo 
our Prayers do , not by an immediate conferring of 1t, as 1t 1s 
1 the Sacraments, For 


UN. 
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For, as Caf/ander taith, Sacrificiam ſpecies elt orationis, guare 
you rmepte GC. p. 199. £t hoc mods ſacrificare, eft preces Hy gra- 
iarum attrones ad mmpertrandam viriutem llius perennis witimy 
ropo/ite ( 1. e. on the Altar) Deo Patri offerre. p. 198. And p. 
208. Fic offertur m magme gy myſterio; cum exteinis precibus 
&y interna fide , oy deuotione, Saceraos hoſtiam illam unica'n nomine 
totins ficcleſia Deo Patri /iftat, oy per eam---Sarrificium hoc landis, 
> fider fy devotionts gratum H acceprum eſſe poſtu/at. 

3: And fo Be/larm. de Miſſa 2.4.3.c. Sacrificruum proprie orantis ty 
[upplicantts eſt, &y ad orationem jucandum adhibetur. ---Again, 
Sucrificrum, quod et quedam oratio (ut ſic dicam) realis, nm ver- 
balrs, proprie- mpetratorgim eſt. Thus much that the Fuchariſt 
was counted a proper and true Sacrihce. Which allo the Coun- 
ci] of Trent athrmeth, but this 1n general only, not applying 
this notion any way to the particular fancies of controvertilts, 


| And tho as 1t 1s thus deſcribed, to ſome the name of Oblation 


may ſeem more fit for it, yer beſides the ſtyle of Sacrrficium, and 
mmolation 18 all antiquity, and the lively repreſentation that 1s 
here made of the Sacrrfice on 7he Crofs, it difters much from all 
other, called Ob/ar7ions, in this; That it 4s (in the judgment of 
the Fathers, and thoſe of the fourth opinion) that ever remain- 
ing vi&777ne of that which was once ſacrificed hy a ma&7ation, and 
the very ſame with 1t, which can be faid of no other oblation 
whatſoever. — I would intreat you to read Mr. /ea?'s dil- 
courſe on eMalach. 1. and 11. wholly tending to ſhew the /7%- 
chariſt to be now the Chriſtian Sacrifice; and that not in a me- 


| Zaphorrical, but a proper 1cnie, p. 513 where he ſheweth alio that 


according to the true nature of a Sacrifice, it 1s oblatio fy epu- 


' /am federale ; ſuch as were of old { not every offci.zug confe- 


crated to God, but) the ne and that the 
difference of the matter and manner of offering &* hinders nor, 
that theſe now ſhould be truly a Sacrifice, no more than the 
differing of the Chriſtian Sacraments from theirs of old (in which 
was effuſion of 4/c0d, as that of the Circumciſion, or of the Paſſe- 
over) hinders, that theſe now ſhould be 7rue Sacraments. p. ycy, 
505. That. the viands alſo of the Chriſtian Feaj? even 1n the 
Primitive times were (as 1t 1s 1n other Federal Sarrifices ) 


made God's by Oblation; and fo eaten of, not as of mars, but of 


Gd's, proviſion. That 2lalach. 1.11. is alledged to this by thote 


in the age immeMarely ſucceeding the Apoltles, Jrtin 4ortyr 


and Zrenaens, after them by Tertullian , Cyprian , &C. P. 42 
M 


That 
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That mention of {og2ce, Ovlation and Altar, is made by two that 
lived before the Age of the Apoſtles was quite expired, (when they 
{peak of the Chri/tian Service) Clemgns and /gnatins. See Clem. ad 
Cor. p. $2. Gy debemns omnia rite oy ordime facere que Dominus pra 
Stitutis temporibus peragere nos jufſit ( oblatione {cilicet,) & alia mu 
71a 6bire,(and that he ſpeaks of this ob/a770n done 1n the Eucharit by 
the Prieſt, may probably be gathered from what follows,) vegzae te. 
mere vel moraiate voluit iſta fiert, ſed Slatutis temporibus Gy hors, 
ubi ctiam Oy a quibus perag1 vult ipſe, excellentiſſmma ſua voluntat: 
definivit, ut religiose omnia &. <---2uz mitur prafinitis tempori- 
bus oblationes ſuas facinmt, accepti fy beat! ſunt, Domimi enim 
mandata ſequentes non oberrant- Summo quippe Sacerdott ſua mn. 
nera tributa ſunt, Saceraotibus locus proprius aſſignatus eFt, &c, 
--Laicus praceptis laicts conjtrimgitur, ---unuſquiſque veſtrum --Cum 
gecore mira praſcriptum miniſterii ſut canonem ſe contineat- —-$ 
D. Jenatins ad Smyrn. Euchariſtias & oblationes non admit$ 
tunt, quod non confiteantur Etichariſtiam efſe caruem Servatorisf; 
noftri &e. And ---NVullus jmme FEprſcopo aliguid operetar eorum qua 

ad Fccleſuam pertinent. Firma Enchariſtia reputetur , que ſub iþ. 

fo eft &c. Non hicatumt eft ſine Epiſcopo neque Baptizare , nequ% 
agapen facere. And Epaiſtola ad Eph. Pos beatifico conjuntFos (FEpi-Þ, 
ſeopo) fic ut Feeleſia Feſu Chriſto, Jeſus Chriſtus Patri ---Nullm} 
erret, ft quis non fit mira Altare, privatur pane Der. 51 enmyy 
arins fy alterins oratio tantam* vim habet, quanto magis ea qua 


Epiſcop: &y omnis Ecchkſie? Which words imply ( faith Mr.Þ* © 


Hlede, p. 4.94.) that the Altar was the place as of the bread off 
God, ſo of the pub/ict Prayers of the Church : -- That the Auct-P: 
ents believed our Bleffed Saviour himſelf to have made fuch anF 
blazion at the Inſtitutton of this holy rzte, when he took thePF 
Bread and Cup into his ſacred hands, and looking up to hea-Þ 
ven gave thanks and bleſſed: p. $14. ---And to have done the 


lame 1m this his vew Paſſecover, which the Jews .did in heirs: 


who madc ſuch an -b/atzon to God of it firſt as being a Sacrifice. 
---Tnat fome ſuch thing may be gathered from many ang pong ; 


From Z24. 22.20. evidently implying, that the bloody Sacrifices of || ... 


the Law, which with their meat- and drimk-offerimgs were rites Þ 
of an 0/4 Covenant, and that this ſucceeded them as the rite of | 
the ew - p. 513. From «Mazt.5.4.23. which precepts the Church F 


ab 141110 applied to the Enchari/t ; not thinking that our Saviour Þ c._ 


would enact a new law concerning Legal Sacrifices, as which he | 
was preſently to aboliſh. p.520, 


From ; 
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From AZ. 2. 42. where Prayers and Korroriz are join'd with 
* -Fthe Euchariſt, or fraftion of Bread; and which ſhews, that the 
- *"Fjoining of the ſolemn Prayers of the Church with the myſtical 
Commemorauon of Chriſt in the Sacrament, took its original 
Tr from the "—— LMes ; Krrwi la gal yon the Communication 
-: of the Eucharitt, as the Yukar and Syriack Tranflation have 1t. 
- BBut for this, fee Dr. FZammond on this Verle, who makes Ker- 
ol #1/4 here to be the People's bri nging and preſenting of the Bread 
oy and W1ne, and Fruits of the Karth, G7. Part of it to be Eaten 
hes in Commemoration of Chritt's Sacrifce ; and the reſt to be di- 

{tributed amonglt the Poor. See Ver. 44, 45, 46. P- 493, 494. Yer 
& mor? plainly trom 1 Cor. 10. 21. ou cannot be partakers, x. 
"<Ywhere theſe two Tables imply contrary Covenants: now here 
% the- 7 av/e of Devils is to calld, becaule it conlitted of Viands 
key Offer'd to Devils, tee ver. 20. whereby thoſe, that Fat thereof, 
ny Il of the Devil's Meat : Therefore the Table of the Lord is 

Iikewiſe- call'd hrs Table, not becauſe the Lord ordaum'd it, but 
**Wbecauſe 1t conſiſted of Viands Ofer'd to him ; in the fame man- 
ner as the 974er of thole Offer'd to the Devil, p. 519.----- And 
{*Rihercfore tha he knows not, why St. Pau! Heb. 13.15. and St. 


Dl- &: W . n « ov » . 
Peter 1 £17. 2. y. 1n the Sacrifices mention d there, may nor 


"be underſtood to ſpeak of the ſolemn and publick Service of 
hriſtians, wherein the Paſſion of Chrilt was Commemorated, 
«MP: 487 Os 
e& + Laſtly,He allows all the benefits and effed?s, whether proprtiatory 
. or impetratory, by the Ancients attributed to this Sacryfice ; N area 
n (ing the Prayers of the Church to have been Ofter'd to the Divine 
ne Majeſty through Chriſt, Commemorated in the Symbols of Bread and 
 [/me,as by a medium, whereby to find acceptance : --and the 7cpre- 
* E/entation of the Body of Chrilt 1n this Chriſtian Service to have 
._ been r7247ly usd, as a Rite, whereby to find Grace and Favour 
- with God. - Only the preſence of * Chriſt's real Body with the 
« ymbols 1n 1t, he acknowledges not. Sce p. 499, $90, Fol. 
| © The Fathers allo aftirm'd it to be, and Offer & it as a 39 Y7- 
 (yfce, not only Enchariſtical, or Latreutical, but allo Expratory or 
f {Propitzatory ( in the lenſe aboveſaid ) for the Romiſſror of SIN , 
land /mpetratory of all forts of Benefits, not only SPrr177ia/, but 
' E7emporal ; and both thele, for all perſons ( according to their 
_ ſeveral capacities) not only for thoſe preſet recervmg the SaCTH- 
ment, but for a/! thoſe for whom this ©»/ation 15 made, tho av- 
n ent, tho deceas'd, [un {nuchari/tin ſam ſuſceptio fol ſument? 
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prodeſlt, ut autem eſt ſacrificti conſummatio, prodeft 1{tts ommibas pr 
guibus oblatum elt ſacrificium. For wherever they held Praye 
beneficial, they held this Oblation or Preſentation to the Fathe 
of the Foay and Flhod, and this folemn commemoration ( and r: 
petition as 1t were) of the precious Death, of his dear Son, fo 
ſuch perſons; much more, as being the molt effef?ual and movng 
kind of Petition that can be made to him. And therefore 7 
membrance of the abſent, or deceas'd, at the Altar, namely, whe 
this Sacrifice was, Offer'd,, was more eſpecially de/ir'd than 1 
other ordinary Devotions. Non ifla manaaguit nobis ( lanth Si 
Auſtin of his Mother ) ſed tantummodo memoriam ſui ad alta 


zuum fieri deſideravit. ( Confefſ. I. 9. Cc. 13.) 8 76 

For this, lee (if you pleale) the Colleftions of Places in thif 1a 
Fathers, in the Controvertiſts. See Bellarm. de «Miſſa, 1. 2.c. 2, tt 
See the quotations ſer down before. See all the /z7urgres un al 
nimouſly according in this Form : Offerimus thi pro peccatisy 6 
pro ommbus Fidelibus,uivis.atgue defuntts, pro Eccleſia Catholica, ty P! 
pro pace, pro copia fruftuum, &yc. See Biſhop Forb. de Euch. 1.3. co 
J- 12. Sacrificium autem hoc cane non ſolum propitiatorium effe pig #1 
Peccatorum, que nobis quotidie committuntur, remiſfione, ec. ſu 1 
etram impetratorium omnis generis benefictorum, &yc. licet ſcriptuii £ 
diſerte oy expreſſe non dicant. Patres tamen ananim: conſenſu [cri 11 
turas ſic intellexerunt, oyc. by Litureia omnes veteres, Oc. & [1 0 
Los inre certa (tf clara dintins immorari nolumus. E A 

6s. Laſtly, See Dr. Tayhr in his Great Exemplar, p.3. ayc.18. ug G 


the Sacrament, ſet. 7. There he ſays,--The Euchariſt 15 a conf 7: 
memorative Sacrifice, as well as a Sacrament ; indoth capacities this 
benefir next to nfinite.--Whatſoever Chrilt did at the /u/ti7utinf 
the ſame he commanded the Church to do, gy. and Himielt alſo dotif 
the ſame things in Heaven for us, gc. There he ſits an High 
Prieſt continually, and Offers {h}| the ſame One perte&t Sacrf 
lice ( 2. e. {till repreſents it, as having Been once finiſh'd and corſy | 
{ummare) in order to perpetual and __—_ events ; Au C 
this aiſo his Miniſters do on Farth---as all the effedts of Grace t 
were purchas'd for us on the Crofts, but are apply'd to us--by © 
Chriſt's zuterceffion in Heaven ; ſo allo they arc promoted by acts of « 
Duty, &c. that we, by repreſenting that Sacrifice, may ſend up 
rogether with our Prayers, an ſtrument of their .graciouſnels|# ( 
and acceptation.---As Chriſt is a Prieſt in Heayen. for ever, and} / 
vert doth not Sacrifice himſelf afreſh; (nor yet without a Sacr-# 
lice could he be a Priclt;) but by a daily miniftration and 4 TE. 
celſun 
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cefſion repreſents his Sacrifice to God, and 2ffers himſelf as 82- 
crificed ; ſo he doth upon Earth by the Miniftery of his Servants. 
He 1s Offer'd to God, 7. e. he 1s by Prayers and the Sacrament 
repreſented, or offer'd up to God, as Sacrificed ; which in 
effect is applying of his Death to the preſent and future nece/}r.- 


© ties of the Charch, gy..---- It follows'then, that the Celebration 


of this Sacrifice be 11 1ts Rn" an Inſtrumenr of applying 
of the proper Sacrifice to all the purpoſes which it firſt deſign'd: 
Tt 1s mmiſterially and by appication an mſtrument propitiatory, 
it 1s Fuchariſtical, it 1s an act of Homage and Adoration . It Is 
mpetratory, obtaining for the whole Church all the benefits of 


# the Sacrzfice which 18 now apply'd, &c.---- And its profit is en- 


larg'd, not only to the perſons Celebrating, but to a// to whom 
they delign it, according to the mature of Sacrifices and Prapers,. 


# and all ſuch /o/emn AFons of Religion. Thus much Dr. 7ap- 
| br, conformably to the gudement of the Church 1n all Ages, and 


prattice 1n her publick Liturgies. See the ſame 1n Medes Dratrih! 
upon Mal. i. 11. And 'tis worth your labour to ſee the A/terg: 


| tons concerning this matter which have been lately made (T 


ſuppoſe by ſome of the moſt prudent and learned Fathers of the 


#& Z#ng/;ſhChurch) in the new £77urgy provided for Scotland, tend- 
Z ing much to the vmdication of the ſe of the Euchariſt: by way 
: of Sacrrzfice. In the Prayer for the whole State of Chriſt's Churcy 


| are pur in theſe words | Je commend eſpecially unto thy mercifut 


| Goodneſs the Congregation which -1s here Aſſembled in thy Name 


to Celebrate the Commemoration of the moſt- precious Death and 
Sacrifice of thy Son, Fc. | Where | and Sacrifice ] 1s added de nous; 
But the reſt of the words are found in the former Common-Prayer- 
Book of Edw. VI. Again, in the Prayer of Conſecration, whereas 
'tis 1aid in all the former Z1turgzes [eo continue a perpetual me- 
mory of that his precious Death until h1s commyg again. | tis added 
here | Death and Sacrifice until gc. | But chictly after the Prayer 
of Conſecration, and before. the admrmiſtrins of the Sacrament to 
the Communicants, you may hind interpos d ( after the manner 
of the firſt Books of Fdw. VI.) a Prayer ( as it 1s there call'd ) of 
Oblation (1n which Prayer are ſeveral paſſages the fame witlr 
thoſe in the Oblatory Prayer of the Miffal which follows the 
Conſecration, ) the —_— of which Prayer 1s left our bv our 
later Liturgies, and the reſt tranſported to after ihe Sa: ament: 
receiv'd ( beginning thus, O Lord, our Heavenly Father, We thy- 
bumble Servants, #4.) perhaps an purpole leſt 3t might _ y 
T6 
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ſhew of the former ſolemn: offerengs of the Eucha: iſt ( before con 
municating it) to God as a Sacrifice in thoſe words ( which arif 
not found in the common Liturgies }) in the beginning of th 
Prayer | We thy humble Servants 7 celebrate and makc here befur 
thy Divine Majeſty, with theſe thy holy Gifts, the Memorial whit 
thy Som hath willed us to make, having 1m remembrance his bleſſed 
Paſſion, mighty ReſurreFion, and glorwons Aſcenſion, &Cc.--- Aud ut 
entirely defire thy Fatherly Goodneſs, mercifully. to accept thts ow 
Sacrifice of Praije, (ys. Beſeeching, oy. that we and all thy whit 
Church may obiain Remiſſion of our Sms, and all other benefits 0 
his Paſſion.)- The Rom. Aifſ. hath it : Unae gy memores, Domine, ni 
feru: tu ejuſdem Chriſti Filii tus Domini noſtri tum beat Paſſion 
nc no ad inferis reſwrreionis, ſed fy in cxlos glorioſee aſcenſionts offe-| 
1110415 preclar ae majeſtati tte de tus aoms ac aatrs, hoſtiam puram|s 
M/tic12 fantamyhotiam immacalatam,gyc.Sec,it you pleaſe,thele pru. 
dent 1eformations, or perfettings of the former Engliſh Liturgy (14M; 
that prepar'd for Scozland,) and many more ( which 1 omit ) noted ut 

a S'o7ch Book call'd Lauden/ium autocatacriſts (from p. 100 to 114, 
and cenfſur'd tor theiragreement with Popery, 7. e. Indeed for ther 
conjormity with the former practice of the Church Catholick, 
$. XXVII. And here cannot but with grief complain, That the Ob/ation 
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7 he Omit- of this Chriſtian Sacrifice is confeſs'd to have always been part 
on of the of the pablick Service of the Church ( contain'd in the Second 
Larly /a- Service thereof,) and to have been dazly, or at leaſt at a/l times 
tron 11 the of ſolemn Prayers, and on the days of God's publick Worſhip, 
Keformed every-where made and celebrated ( tho there were few or no 


Communicants, except him who Officiated, ) for thoſe many be. | 
nehcial ends above-mention'd, which -the Church conceiv'd non- F 
communicants alſo to receive from this precious Offering. See 
the proofs in edes Dratrib. upon Mal. i. 11. p. 484, 493. That 
the publick Prayers of the Church were always join'd with the 
yStical Commemoration of Chriſt, in the Sacrament of his Body 
and Blood : And that this was no afzer-mvention of the Fathers, 
but took its 0rzgmma/ from the Apoſtles times, and the very hbegrn- 
uz of Chriſtanity. See the like Teſtimonies 1n Mr. 7 hornayte 
ol Chriſtian Ajjemblies. See Caluin's expreſſion to the ſame pur- 
pole, /nftir. lb. 4. C17. f. 44. Qua de Sacramento hoc hactemns dif- 
Jerumus abunae oftendunt, non mititutum ideo fuiſſe, ut ſemel quo-. 
tans aiciperetur, wgue perfunttorie ( ut nw communtter moris 
cj/t ) verum quo frequenti 1 uſu Chriſtiants omnibus efſet, ut fre- 
gaouti memoria paſſimem Chriſti repeterent, oO: Talem fuiſje 
. {0s 


hurches. 
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ccleſie Apoſtolice nſum, T.ucas im Attis commemorat ; guum jideles 
it perſeverantes fulſſe in avttrina Apoſtolorum , communicatione, 
ractione Panis, (> orationibus ; /ic agendum ommnino erat, ut nullus 
ccleliz conventus fieret, ime verbo, orationibus, participatione 
enz, (& eleemoſynis. Func oy apud Corinthios fue Far Ovens 
krdinem, ſatis ex Paulo conſpicere hicet ; fy multis poſtea ſceculis 
u uſu faifſe conſtat &c. This he ſpeaks indeed with- reterence 


11] not be had, what excuſe 1s there in the meanwhile of the 
rieſts omitting the daily or frequent «b/atzou thereof, uſeful 
or ſo many purpoſes, belides that of the communion ; uſed in 
ll former times even where the people were negligent to re- 
'Werve ? See S. Chry/oftom's ſaying, p. 78. Quid vero? nos non guo- 

Yidie offerimus? and Hom. 3. in £p.ad Epheſ. Fruſtra habetur 
"Fguotidrana . oblatio, cum nemo fit , qui ſunul participet. Fruſtre, 
4.c. comparatively, #or tam frutZuose. Hieronym. in 777. 1. c. 
Waith; Sacerdotes ---quotidie pro peccatis popult ac ſuis ſacrificare. 
\uguſt. contre adverſar. leg. 1.1. 20.C. Eccleſia immolat in corpore- 
brifti ſacrificium laudis, ex quo Deus Deorum Jocutns vocavit ter- 
am a Solts ortu uſgne ad occaſum. ---Fp. 86. Sacrificium laudis. 


meaning thc Euchariſt) ab Eccleſta roto orbe diffuſa diebus omni;- 


#71 knw : | , 

arr (us immolatur. ---Ep. 23. Chriſtus ſemel m cruce immolatus om. 
1 pi die in Sacramento popults mmolatur. Sce the quotation p. 

" Buoridianum efſe voluit ſacrificium. Ep. ad Jan Ned by Calui 

10; (wor idranum efſe votut ſacrificium. Ep. ad Januar. quoted by Calurn.. 


b. alibt1 --- Nultus dies mtermitiitur, quo non offeratur ; alibi Sab-. 


" Pato tantum oy Dominico ; where 1t appears this o4/ation at lealt, 
tho people more ſeldom communicated it, was made once a week. 

he. YL , by . 5 

n. [every Lord's day; (ufed {hill to this day by all other modern. 


Churches. Eaſtern and Weſtern : }) How cometh 1t to paſs then, 
W ſay it withgrief, that ſuch a ſacrifice tor ſuch precious ends 18 
ceaſed only to be continually offered 1n the Churches Reformed ? 
Wf they agrce alſo itt the ſame notion of ſacrifice with antiquiry,, 
hy have not their pablick prayers and werceffrns, alter the con- 
fels'd manner of all the ancicnt and modern Churches of God, 
the cfhcacious aſſiſtance of this ſacrifice? I-defire 1t: may be 1e- 
Erouſly conſidered, whether this be not a defe&t in their paoirce 
Sruvice much to be laid to heart (in the daily lofs of fuch an al- 
lowed-moſt-efteftual means of Addreſs to God Almighty ) by all 
the followers of the FPeformation. You wall pardon me thus d:- 
treſlion, ; 
] 4. Im 


o the peoples daily or frequent communicating ; hut if this, 


S7 
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4. The Fathers held ; That 1n this Sacrrfice, (the repreſentation 


The Fathers of tha! of the Crofs, and beneficial to us only by its veriue,) 1s at 
ſay that it is oblaticn made of the very ſame Body and Blood of Chriſt, which on 


an oblation 
of the fame 
body which 


WAS (1 acifi- 


ed. 


Hizh Praeft alſo himſelf now offers m Heaven , ( which 1s pre: 
valent with his Farber allo 1n reference to his former ſuffering, 
neither 7har ob/ation in heaven, nor 7475s upon the A/tar paying the 
price of our Redemption ; but uſed for an app/ication of the pri 
payed for ſeveral ſinners for. the actual rem/ſizon of /tns daily 
committed.) Again, the {ame body now offered that was offere 
upon the Croſs, tho not 1n the ſame manner, ( 1.e.) by matration; 
and therefore being in {uch reſpect more properly Sacrificzum (a 
one exprelleth it ) paſſrue ſumptum pro ſacrificato noviter nobis aþ 
plicato, gaia in illo continetur Corpus Chriſti quod fuit vere ſacrifica 
tum in unico itlo facrificio cructs, yet with a repreſentation alfh 
of that ſacrificzug of 1t, in the Z/cod being here ſevered amt 
oflcred apart from the body. So that I may ſay, a little alter 
ing Caf/ander's words, Conſult. de ſacrificto corp. p. 196. Yerert 


ta hoc myſtico ſacrificio ( Calland. | non tam | ) tum perate ſemel uf 


cruce oblationis , cujtts hic memoria celebratur | quam | tum perjt 
tut ſacerdotit, &y gugrs facrificit, quod guotidie in celis ſempiternu 
Sacerdos offert , rationem habuerant, cujus hic imago per ſolemn! 


miniſtrorum preces exprimitur. Neither 1s there any more 1t 
congruity that Chriſt's 7rae bogy and blood be here offered, and ye 
this be done alſo in commemoration of his body offered upon tht 
croſs, than that his rea/ boay ( which thoſe of the ſecond opinio 
naintain ) be here partaken of by the worthy receiver, and ye 
this alſo done in commemoration of the /aze body given for v 
upon the crofi. See for the Fathers m_—_ an ob/ation in th 
pM 


Euchariſt of the true and rea/ body of Chriſt, the places quote 
out of them, before. See likewiſe Biſhop Forbes 3. /. 1.C. 10.1 
Dicunt etiam ſepifſime Santt1 Patres in Fuchariſtia offerri gy ſacrif 
cart ipſum Chriſti corpus,ut ex munmeris pene lots conjtat; ſed non pre 
prie &y realiter omnibus ſacrificu proprietatibus ſervatis, ſed per cot 
memorationem ſacrifici (Crucis. ) ---Ft per piam ſupplicationem qui 
Eeelefie mimiſtrt , propter unius llins ſacrificii perpetuam vitt. 

2am (lo they call Chrilt's body remaining {till after ſacrificed] 
7m els ad dextram Patris aſſiſtentem, &y in ſacra menſa moas inefft 
b:l: preſcntem Deum Patrem humillime rocant, ut virtutem 6 
gratiam hujus perennts wietime, Ficleſie ſur, ad omnes corporis & 
auimi neceſſitates efficacem &y ſalutarem efje velit. Where not 
allo, that either Biſhop Forbes his gpimion (tho he oppoſleti 


r{ } atk 
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Tranſubſlantiation ) is, That Chriſt's body is preſent with the fym:- 


bols before communicating, ( tho this 1s not ſo clearly profciled 
by him 1n 1./.1.c. ſee the 7. ſe. there, and rather the contrary 
intimated 1n 2./.2.c. 8, & 9. /ef.) or elſe here he ſeems to cor- 
tradi himſelf, in thete words eſpecially, zn ſacra menſa mody 
meffabilt praſentem ; for this ceremony ot ob/ati9n upon the table 
is before communicating. To which add thoſe words of his 34. 
Book 2.c. 13. ſet. where Biſhop Yhite, ſhewing how the Eu- 
chariſt might be faid to be a ſacrifice here, nor ſolum ratione pre- 
cam o aftionis gratiarum , ( which is the common ſolution, ) ſed 
& ratione Enuchariitiz ip/ins,both guia elementa externa pants & vini 


conſecrantur fy ad Domini cu/tum deputantur &c, and alto 9ua corpus 


& ſangars Chriſt; pralentia anunx fide fy pretate paſtor 5 &y populr, 
gut haec myſteria percaprunt,Deo offeruntur ey /ituntur. Biſhop Forbes 
cenſures that expreſlion with a ms jejune hoc diffum; but who 
will lay more, mult athrm a preſence of it with the ſymools. 
See hikewiſe his quotation out of Nazianzen 2.1. 2.c. 8. s. Sec 


W 7,90, I.C. 26.s. Chriſti corpus reale nobis cum pane exhibetur. 


Fifthly, tho the cblation of the body and blood of this Son of 
God in the Zucharift was always preſumed to be 1n its ſelf moſt 
acceptable unto the Father ; yet 1n reſpe& of thoſe 2who or for 
whom 1t 1s oftered, the ſame thing by the Ancients was con- 
ceived of at, as of all other prayers, that it 15 ſometimes accep- 
ted by God for them , ſometimes again not; namely, it they be 
ſuch as are otherwiſe anreformed. 1n their lives, and unworthy of 
God's favours. Again, that ſometimes more, ſometimes leſs benefit 
1s received by 27, according to the ſeveral preparation or ind!- 
gence of the Supphlants, or alſo the. good pleaſure of the divine 
diſpenſation ; as alſo 7ha? of the crofs, tho infinite 1n 1ts value, 
and offered for all, 1s beneficial tor ſome, not others; and as Chrilt's 
mterceſſion in heave 1s {till continued for our ſeveral neceſſities, 
though one /ingle aff thereof ( had it lo feem'd good to the divine 
ordination) hag bin ſuper/ſrfficient for the obtaining for a//,tor ever, 
all benefits whatſoever.Hence are thoſePrayers in the £ztmrgies con- 
cerning this ob/arion after the words of /n/t1tu110n pronounced: /upra 
que propitio ac ſereno vultu reſpicere dignerrs, oy accepta habere , 
ficutt accepta habere dignatus es munera pueri tui jufti Abel &c. 
& jube hec perferri per manus S. Anzeli tui in ſublime Altare tuum : 
and in ſome Zzturgies after the words of 7nuſtitution pronounced, 
Fac Domine panem illum corpus Filii tut, or ſomething to rh1s 


urpole, | 
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Concerning jeators (and therefore they muſt help to anſwer it,) for they 
the Form of not allow it a commemorative Sacrifice before , but only afte 
the Maſs 
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All which Perz7zons (if they are not to be thought part of the 
Conſecration of theſe Elements) are to be underſtood to be made, 
with reference not ſo much to the 7hzng Offer'd, as to the Offe. 
rers; That God would accept it from them, for them, them for it, 
and confer on them the benefits and fruits thereof. As 1t 1 aid; 
Reſpice pro nobis,---fac nobis,---Zebe proferri pro nobis, g9yc. Callan, 
in Conſult. art. 24. p. 208. {xc non ad ipſam hoſtiam corporis 
Chriſti in ſe, fed ad offerendi modum qui prece, fide, devotione con. 
fat, referenaa ſunt ; videlicet quia ſacrificio omnia non dignitate ref 


eblate, fed offerentis animo, aſtimantur. 


Thele five things well confider'd, I think f#/# an Anfwer ty 

( x ) 1s ſufficiently made ; 1t appearing, that as the Fathers in this 
Sacrament held a Commemoration 1n Zh7s Sacrifice of that - 
£ lou 


the Croſs, 10 an Ob/ation nevertheleſs of the real Body and 
of Chriſt ; which Zwo are ſhew'd before well to coexult. 


To (u); Firſt, This Objefion methinks prefleth alſo the Ob. 


Conſecration and Sandification of the Elements : Which Conſecrs 
z;on therefore they negle& not; neither T think will they gran 
thoſe Zpirhers, that in this firſt Oblation are given, any way to 


belong to /tmple and common Bread. 


Secondly, That the Breadand the Y/7ne in the Eucharilt 1s Offert 
to God, none deny ; even none of thoſe who hold a rea/ preſent 
of Chriſt's Boay : nor that the Symbols after Conſecration remain 


with, and are Offer'd with the Yody of Chriſt, elſe there could 
be no 4/abJe Sacrifice at all there; nor that many things are and 


may be ſaid in LZzturgzes (after Conſecration ) of the S-mbiliF 
as well as of the Yoay; and that alſo 7hey are call'd by the name 


of Bread, Gods Creatures, &yc. See what 1s faid of thus before. 
Thirdly, That in the | qyaente 4 t1mes, ( atleaſt when at this So 
lemaity by much people much proviſion was brought 1n for the 


relief of the Poor,) an Oblation in the firſt _ might be made tu 
Thanksgruings for tw 


God of, them, as of the People's Alms an 
Pl:/Jmgs, 1t 18 very probable , (which Offer tory before the Com 
mun1on 15 retain'd alſo in the Zughifh Liturgy, and in that pre 


par'd tor Scot/and';) alſo many new Texts added-to thoſe formerly 
read, in the 7me of the Offering, that are very expreſſive to thi 


purpoſe. Which addition 15 taken notice of, and cenſur'd, in the 


Buok call'd Lauden/im Antocaracriſis ( p.iol.) as directly (fu | 
1 g 


A Diſcourſe on the EUCHARIST. 


it) in a literal ſenſe carrying to a Jewiſh Oblatimm. Likewiſe, 
whereas the Rubrick of the former Commun-Prayer-PBook order- 
eth only, that /#ch Alms be put mm the Poor Man's Box, this new 
owe enjoineth, that 7e Deacon ſhall reverently bring the ſaid Ba: 
Jou with the Oblations therem, and delwer it to the Presbyter, who 


ſhall humbly prefent 1t before the Lord, and ſet it Upon the Holy 


Table. See Caſſand. Conſult. art. 24. p. 194. who ranks the 1e- 


| veral Othces in the Canon thus : Symbolorum conſecrandorum 0b. 


latro ; oblatorum conſecratio ; morits Domini commemoratio ; gratia- 
rm aetio; pro communi omnium ſaiute ſupplicatio ; ( which 1aſt St. 
Ambroſe and St. AuStin were of opinion was a preſcribed Form 
left by St. Pap/ to all Churches, 1n the Celebration of this $3- 


C crament, according to what 1s ſaid in 1 77m. 2.1.) Sarraments- 


rm ditributio Cy pariicipatio. And p. 202. Primmum populi oblatio- 
nes Deo commendantur ; Der nomen myocatuy ; ſymbola oblata yerbis 
Domint conſecrantur ; mors Domini commendatur ; vivorum oy 
mortuorum memoria agititr ; pro tota Fecelefia & totins orbis mcoln- 


| mitate Deo preces offernntur. This 1s the Order, he laith, of the 


preſent Poman Service. Again p. 207, of the fame Service he 
lath, Pramum ſacrificii fp aoni nomine intelligitur ſacrificium þ9- 
puli guod conſiſtit in pane oy vino,---deinde eſt ſacrificinm corports 
Chriſtz, &x. And fee Biſhop Forbes /. 3. c. 1. ſ. 9. Panis Fucha- 
rifticus Neo conſecratur ; quia de profano ſeu non ſacro ſacer fit ; 


| Deo ſpectaliter dedicatur ( ut conſtat ex rebus faftts fy verbrs dtttis 
| circa tþſum) ideo negari non poteſt quin Deo ſpecialtter offeratur ; 


fit gitur 161 'guodammod® ſacrificrum pants, oye. This Offermg up 
of the Bread and Wine prepared for the Sacrament 1s allo expretly 


{ appointed 1n the wew Enghfh — v here, after the Ob/ation 
| 1, and the Presbyter ſhall then 
| (2.6. together with the Alms ) Offer up, fc. the Bread and WY me 


made of the Alms, the Rabrick fait 


prepared for the Sacrament upon the Lord's Table, gyc.---Thus the 
Bread may be faid to be Offer'd as a Sacrifice of Alms, and Praiſe, 
and T hanksgiving tor God's good Creatures, gc. or as ſome portzon 
of 1tÞ then Dedicated. PFeMarm. de Miſa, l. 1. c. 275. Jn omnti- 


| bus Liturgits, ſeu Gratis ſeu Latinis , quantumvis antiquis, pars 


adtionts eſt oblatio rerum conſecraudarum. This being, as I con- 


| cerve, for the zn7entions but now -mentiton'd. 


But Foarthly, To go a little further; ſince 1t muſt be granted 
from what is faid above, 7 hat the Fathers in ſome part or othev 
of this Service make an Oblation of the real Body of -our Lord ; 
and fince ( again) its manifeſt, that rhe ſame expreſſions are uſed mm 

N 2 the 


- 
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the Oblations made defore, as-in thoſe after the words of Zn/titu. 
tron pronounc'd; and the Offering mention'd in Zheſe there 1s tend. 
ing to all the ſame ends and purpoſes, whether Propitiatory, [mpe. 
tratory, or Euchariſtical ( as you may ſee by comparing the Pray. 
ers before, Suſcipe Sante Pater, gc. and Te igitur Clementi//imeÞ 
Pater, &#c. with the Prayer after the words of Inſtitution---ande 
& memores Nome, #7.) From: theſe two things therefore 1 
think it follows, T hat all theſe Prayers and Service ( before as well 
as after ) refer to the ſame Sacrifice and Oblation of the Body and 
lod of our Lord: It keing moſt improbable, that the ſame or 
the ke expreſizons would be uſed of that which they concervd 
only Bread, and (afterward) of 7hat which they, concetv'd to 
be Chrift's real Boay, it the former was us'd as a diſtin&t Oblation 
without relation to the /ater. The an therefore of this 0b. 
iation 1s only preparatory 1n the precedent Prayers, according to 
that exprelion 1n one of them, Fenced hoc ſacrificium tuo ſanto 
nomine praparatum ; conſummate in that following---unde gy me- Þ| pa 
mores / as offerimus,gyc. Offertur panis non ut ſacrificium per fefFum, Þ th 
Jedut mchoatum oy perficiendum, 1aith Beltarm. de Miſſa 1.1. c. 27. th 
Therefore the chief purpoſe of the Prayers before ſeems to be Þ 
Confecratory and Benediftive of the Symbols, rather than Oblatory; | wi 
tho 11: them the ObZ/ar77/9n is mention'd. So they begin with Pe- Þ C 
tition, Suſcipe hanc hoſtiam, x. quam offero, 2. ec. quam oblaturus Þy dt 
trum pro &nc. or cujus oblattonem preparo ; according to which Þ| c9 
1s that following offerimus deprecantes gy. after which 1s ſaid Þ fa 
Fenm ſanttificator benedic hoc facrificium praparatum gyc.--- and Þ þ« 
---7e ; pag clementiſſnne Pater rogamus uti accepta haheas oy bene- | t! 
dicas he&c dona, hac ſantta ſacrificia illibata;, Santta 1/libata, 2.e. | 
Poſt bened:Tionem ; and after this, quam oblatronem tu Deus bene- ÞÞ C« 
diftam facere digneris, fy. But after the 7nſ/tirution, follows a Þ #: 
conſummated Oblation. And indeed in fome Z:turgies we find Þ 
no Oblation at all made. L mean. in this kind, pro peccarrs, pro Þ 
ficcle/ia, oye. till after the words of nſ}:tution and Conſecration Þ © 
complicated ; ſee Conſt. Apoſt. 1. 8. c. 17, 18. See Chryſoft. Wrure. Þ 4 
offerimus tibi Fyc. pro requieſcentibus m fide &yc.---ſuper oblatis &# Þþ 8 
Jantificatis pretiofſts donis Dominum rogemus ut benignus Deus noſter | 
dimittat nobis diumam gratiam (x. after the Conſecration ftiniſh'd. Þ 4 
And, there being no conrrouer/ize amonglit them about the warrtcr | 0 
of the Sacrament we cannot doubt the zfentions in all the :1tar- | 
£7es are the /ame. Then therefore follows a conſummated Obla- 
/;on.-in a more lingular manner,---umde & memores Domine, nes 


feru: 


-” 


iT4/0 
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ervi offernmus Majeftati tua de tuis donis hoſtiam puram &Cc. and 
the prayers following are for God's accepration of their Oblation, 
not tor benedit7ion ; not benedicta facere , but accepta habere, oy 
ube perferri per manus &c. And then, laſtly, follow other prap- 


[ers, with reference to: the worthy communicating of his Poay. 


For note, that as ſome pezz7ions ( firlt for benedi10n, and then for 
acceptation ) there are with reſpect to the Zuchariſ# as an oblrx 
tion ; ( which ob/atzon 1s joyned allo with thoſe prayers ;) fo other 
prayers there are with retpect to zf as a ſacrament, and the com- 
munication to us of Chrilts PYoay to be performed afterwards: 
And to this may aptly be applied that Prayer made in ſome 7:7. 
turgies after the words of Inſtitution., Fat nobrs corpus Chriſt? 


[7w, 2.e. to us communicating thereof to all the ſpir:7ual effef?s 
| and benefits thereof. 


5- But #/74/y, one thing ordinarily taken for granted [That 
our Saviour's words of [nſtitution are (T1 do not ſay the chietelt 
part of, but) 7he whole and only conſecration; ſo that this is net- 
ther begun by any Prayers before theſe, nor continued hy any after- 


E them, 18a thing very diſputable ; Whether 1n the opinion of the 
| Auctents, from whom we have received theſe Z7argies, they 
{ were ſo thought to be: and 1t hath bin a conteſt between the- 
| Greek and Roman Church of later times. See Biſhop Forbes his, 
| drſcourſe about it de Euchariftia 2.1.2.6. 1,2, 3.feft. and Caſ/and. 

| conſult.art. 2.4. de iteratione , p. 202 Both who fay, that 1t 1s ths 

| /afer opinion to place it in bo7h, and that vereres Laztini utrinſque- 
| pariter fy imuocationts froe prects ff» Dommicorum verborum men-- 
| tronem faciunt in conſecrandts myſteris, 


And that paſſage of Damaſcene and of Epiphanius in 2. Nt- 


| cen. Conc, a&#F.6.t0m.3. that Bajtl called the Symbols antitypa only 
| before, not after conſecration, whereas he calls them fo after the- 
| words of Inſtitution, bur before Fac iftum panem corpus oc. 
| ſhews, that they in thoſe times conceived the conſecration part] 
at leaſt to be in theſe following words. And PBa/fi{ himſelt ſaith, 
| Invcation was uſed by the Church as well after as before the Evan- 
| gclical words, tanguam multum hal'eus moment: ad myſterium. 
| See Baſil. de Spiritus. 27. c. where. ſpeaking of the authority of 


unwritten Traditions, amongit many others, he namcs the. formes- 


' of the Liturgies; /uvocationts verba cum conficitur panis Eucha- 
| riſtie &y poculum bened;ftionts, quis fſunftorum ( 2.e. of the Apo- 
| Rles) m ſcrapto nobrs relignt ? Nec enim his contentt ſumus que 
| eommemorat Apoſtolus aut Fvangelium ; verum alia.quoque & ante; 
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& pot, dicimus, tanguam multum habentia munenti ad myſteri 
guy ex traditione , cttra fcriptum, accepimus. Conſecramus auten 
aqua [Baptiſmatis, & ex quibas ſeriptis? nonne a tacita ſecre. 
tague traditione ! &c. 
Now this being ſuppoſed, that o7her prayers be/taes our Lord, 
words bear ſome part in the conſecration, many of the objee710ns made 
- will be of no force : ſome of 4v4zch alſo may be and are uled a 
arguments to confirm this tenent. : 

To v. 1- To [y| tis anſwered, j/#, that this matters not, if true; 
becaule as much, tho not the ſame, 1s ſaid in the Roman form, 
before the words of Znſtztutzon. Therefore to no purpoſe were 
it, to aiter ſome and not the reſt which 1s as oppokte to then 
0Þ17HOM. 

z» That no alteration is made of the ancient form for thef 


mc 
things objeCted, they being found placed in the ſame order 1n theW ze: 

Ambroſtan Liturgy, *de ſacram. 4.1. 4.c. by which zngueſtzoned-anfs vi 

cient form you may find Belarmin to defend the Romax Mi/al iÞÞ bu 

all the cluef objections made againſt it, 1n his 2. /. de M18. 24 ap 

Cap. ' C00 

To <. To | £ | an anſwer may be collefted out of what 1s ſaid above & 

in the $74 conſideration, and out of what was but now ſaid tw] ir 

Le of 

| Now to their Anſwer to the ſecond argument of the Fathers, bh 

Ton. To |[=z|Ifay: but the Reformed deny the change of any acciaem Þ ſu 
Reply to at all in the bread, ( of the change of which - bread in — F 
ther anſwer or other the Fathers ſpeak, and that before communicating,) and Þ p( 
7o the 2d.ar- all the change they allow ( ſave only relative ) 1s in the commu-ſþ 
erent out nicant ex patro or prom:ſſnone diuima upon receit of the bread. Þ 6 
of the Fa- To| p|, ice the auſwer which'1is made p. And we not unu-FÞ Z 


Zhers. ſually compare things, when (not only in ſome other things Þ 
Tops. theyare incomparable, but) in the yeaſon of the compariſon one Þ # 
tar tranſcends, or 1s tranſcended by the ozher. Which may 2 
be ſaid alſo to l Ly | . B: 
Ts r. To j”] I grant both in Papriſm and the Zuchari/t to he a Þ « 
miraculous or ſupernatural effect wrought upon the ſoul of the Þþ « 
worthy receiver ; to which ſuch miraculous inſtances wrought by Þ © 
God's omnipotency may be not unfitly applied . Bur beſides this F t 
effect acknowledged in general; firſt, in Papriſm it hath bina x 
geſtion, (and undecided for any thing I know by any Council,) Þ i 
Whether the Paptiſnal water contineat aut conferat gratiam, fer Þ C 
21M lutem aliguam creatam (1.e. upon the benediftion thereof ) m_ k 
alt 
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ili inſit, & qua effeftum gratis operetur ; or, quia divina virtus ill 
ad producendum gratie effetium certo &y mfallibiliter ex Chriſti pro- 
miſſone aſſiſtit, ut habeat rationem cauſe ſine qua non + (1.e.) that 


K©God immediately by h1fe/f and not by the water gives ſuch 


race, whenever the water waſheth a ſinner. Now tho the /a- 
ter op1n10n 15 the more common, yet ſome of the Fathers at leaſt 
are thought to incline to the former, which makes a great miracle 
wrought not upon the Baptized only, but upon the water. See 
Chryſoft. (who 1s quoted by them tor his high expreſſions concern- 
ing Baptiſm as well as concerning the EachariSt ) in Johan. Hom. 
25. £x quo Jordans afueum mgreſus eſt Chriſtus non amplins rep- 
tilia animarum viventium, ſed animas rationales ty ſpirituales agua 


producit. And Hom. 24. upon c. 3. ---Unleſs a man be born of 
| water---S/ guis mMterroget, quomodo ex aqua? rurſus ego illud, quo- 
modo ex terra, ( 1.6. in mans firſt generation?) nam guemadmodum 


terra inanimata &c divina voluntate ad tata miracula producenda 
vires accepit ; ita ſpiritu wy ſenſibilt agua omna bac admirabilia oy: 


| bumanam cogitationem excedentia facile exorinntur. -- \ungquam 


Baptiſm: purgare peccata credeutium poſſet, niſi taffu Dominic 
carporis fuiſſet ſanttificata. And Cyril. Alexand. in Joann. 2.1. 4.2.C. 


| Scur viribus ign7s intenſius ayua calefaffa non aliter quam viriute 

| quis aarit ; [ic agua virture Spiritus ſant?1 in ſe ſuſcepta abſtergit 

| peccata. And £/tzns 4.ſent. 1.4. 5.s. Huc ſententia eft probabilior 

| inudas guaſdam Patrum ſententias, ut ſonant, attendamus. Now, 

| ſuppoſe the Fathers to be of this opinion, they might wclb 

| 2pply the fame inſtances and OR to Baptiſm tor this ſu- 
1 


rnatural infuſed virtue into the water, as they do to the Zu 


þ chariF# for the ſupernatural mutation of the e/ements, without any 
* diminution at all to the miraculoulſueſs of this effef?. This for 


| Baptiſm. 


2. In the Euchariſt there 15 pretended tobe, beſides the /aper- 


- 


| natural effeft wrought upon the communicant by Chriſt's body, 
| 2 miraculous conver/ton alſo of the elements into that his body.. 
' Now that the Fathers uſed thoſe miraculons mftances of God's. 
| wnnipotency, to illuſtrate a miraculous change made not 1n- the 
| communicant, but allo in the e/-mens, and to prove not a preſence” 


pl 


| of Chriſt's body ſimply in the Zxchariſt, but a ſupernatural muta- 
| yon of the bread (f 


ome way or other) into 1t, I think 1s both 


plain (if you pleaſe to review the places I quoted out of them) 
from their clear language, applied to the elements, not to the 
carmmunicants ; and yery conſonant to the other arguments which 


Are. 
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of Chrilt's Body in the Euchariſt before communicating. 
To v. Acain to fv] that they held this change in the elements 
the Eucharitt much otherwiſe than that in the Yaters of Ban 
t1{m, tho both ſome way miraculous, ſeems plain; 1n that, thy 
in Baptiſm Grace and the $/777 1s beſtow'd, and then we ate 
allo incorporated into Chriſt, &c. yet fay they not of the 
zer of Baptiſm from this effec? thereof, that zz zs 7he Spirit; ot 
is tmnu'd mto the Spirit; neither faith the Apoltle, that 7m un. 
ww9r thy receiving it, we are guilty of the Spirit ; as 1n the other 
he faith, gzi/ry of the Body. Neither was there ever ſuch a ve. 
neration, or reſervation of 1t, ſuch a care that none ſhould b 
{pilt, or fall to the ground, as of the conſecrated Elements ; which 


different and tranſcendent one 1n the ſecond. 

& XXIX. The ſame Anſwer may ſerve to [o |] where, ſince the red 
To x. preſence of Chriſt's Poay, that now 1s 1n Heaven, with the or. 

\ Reply to thy Recerter, 18 as great a Miracle, as that other with the Sym 


their Anſw. bls ; "tis {trange, bow thoſe allowing the one ſo ſtrongly oppoſe 
ro the 3d the other; unleſs perhaps this be to avoid Adoration.---Concern. 


 CONC11111g 
Ze the 4th ſacred uſe. 8 That Chriſt may be worſhippe 


take worſhip. Or yet further, That he may be worſhipped as 


Vw HY 


municants ; or alfo really preſent, as others ſay, to the worthy 
Receiver ; and who 1s preſent alfo in the-Symbols after that man- 
ner as the 71mg /remfied or repreſented may be {a1d to be preſent 
in that 7hmmg which /jznifies if, $ That the Fathers, in the 


e, 


he corfecrated Sy;nbols of our Sawon's Body, or allo of Adoratim 


- aredrawn out of them, to ſhew their Tenent of the real preſeny 


ſhews, that tho they imagine ſome mrracke in both, yet a much 


| Arg. oat of ing the Reply which may be made to their Anſwer to the zhndf 
the Fathers Argument out of the Fathers, ſce ( before ) the Reply to | a|þ 


Sacrifice. Laſtly, Cm— the fourth Argument out of the Fathers 
|S. XXX. Adoration: The heads of what they lay (ſee before) as well af 
| Reply ro 1 can underſtand them are theſe; e "That the Symbols are to beff 
their Auſw. uied with a due reverence and reſped?, as _ conſecrated to 2 

allo in receiv Þ 
Arg. ont of of the Eucharilt, as he 158 wow m Heaven litting at the rizht F 
he Fathers hand of God. +» But not as preſent in the Euchariſt, becauſe Þ 
Concernms no Divine command for any ſuch thing, and becauſe he is there 
Adoration. ut manducetur nom ut adoretur ; he ſaying there, Take eat, not 


preſent ( or who 1s preſent) by Faith in the- hearts of the Com- | 


places quoted out of them, {peak either of a reverence due 7 | 


of | 
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of our Savionr, or of his Body in ſome of the foreſaid manners 
or intentious, but not as rea/ly preſent with. the Symbols. - 

C That theſe may not be worſhipped for Chriſt's Body, oc. 
That 1f they be, 'tis Hat Zdolatry | » ]. That thole of the fonurth 
Opinion do worſhip them for Chriſt, or for lus Boap. 


Of theſe [a] and [5 | are granted. To | y ] Firſt, I ſuppoſe 


| 2 Precept 1n general, 7o worſhip Chriſt ; and the whole Chriſt to 


be there wherever 7s Boay 7s ; 1t bemg never ſever'd, not when 
it lay in the Grave, from the Divimy. 


| fince his Paſſion ( for Chrif? dyeth no more, Rom. 6.) a dead Bo- 
| dy, but having the Su join'd with it, as likewiſe ever ſince the 
| Incarnation having its Hypoſtaſie, or ſubſiſtence from the Deiry 
| joined with it, therefore where the Body 1s, there 1s 70/us Corz- 
| fius. But = ſuppoſe Chriſt's 7rue Boay in the Sacrament apart, 
{ I hope Ca : 

| properly due to no other Creature. Let then {uch be the wor- 
| ſoip we here ſpeak off | 


vin will allow a ſuperior worſhip to be given to 1t, 


2. Next.; Affirmative precepts (ſuch as this is of worſhipping 


| Chriſt) do not oblige to every time and place ;, but it they are un- 
kmited and general, they warrant the lawfulneſs of our practice 

| of them in ary time or place. Nor is there need of any part- 

| zicular Command in reſpect of theſe ( 7. e. a” or times) with- 

| out which we may uot obey them. Sce 

| 14a170h, oc. P..J. 
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” 
. 


Q 3. But 


97 


= Da 


j 
Rep!y 19 4.8. | 
{5 y. 


To dv: 


A Difcourſe onthe EUCHARIST: 


- 3. But then again : This is ſeriouſly to be conſider'd, concern. 
ing affirmative precepts; That they do oblige for ſome 71me and 
places, poſitis devitis circumſtantiis ; elſe they would not oblige 


at all. Now, Suppoſe Chriſt's Boay really preſent 1n the Eucla. 


riſt, and that with the Symbols, ( as the Lutheran believes, ) whath 


fitter time to Adore, than when we receive from him the great. 


eſt T:ove and Mercy that can be ſhew'd to Mankind, #he Com. 
munion of his own Fleſh and Bliod to us ? And what fitter place 


y 


than 1n a C 


---eſt en ſa ſubſtance le corps 


rable. 


Now, it the Poay of Chriſt be a ſabjef# adorabhe to the Rom i 
#15ts, 1o it 1s to the Lutherans. And ſee St. Auftm's ſaying to 
this purpoſe before : Nor ſolum non peccamus adorando, ſed nm 
adorando peccamus. And what man is excus'd from blame, whoF 
appearing 1n the preſence of his Prince, to receive from hinF 
the Donation of his Lite or Liberty, &c doth not at ſich tine 
give unto him his due Honour, tho by no Law oblig'd at all 


times to do it? 


_To [4] Firlt, its plain from the places quored, That by the Þ 
Fathers in the Euchariſt not only an 7ufertior reverence was given Þ 
to the S/bols, but alfo a drvine worſhip to Chrift. Flfe St. at Þ 
im, if ſpeaking of an inferior reverence, would not have ask'd the | 


queſtion, Qomodo fine impietate adoretur terra? ſince the Creature 


1s well capable of ſome inferior vencration. Nor would S. 4m F 


broſe tay; adoramus illam carnem, quam Apoſtoli in Domino Jeſu 


adorarunt ; nor S, Chry ſe/tom, quan in praſepi adorarunt Magi, &c. | 


hence 


harch, wherein uſually we receive it ? and when 
and where no impediant circumſtances can he alledged ? Let 
therefore the om/Jion of ſuch worſhip be lawful, with Dare'y 
qualifications, ( Reply to Chanmont p. 66. ) Purveuque cette omiſſunl 
we procede ni de haime ni de meſpris ni de non chalance n1 a" aucunt 
autre man-vaiſe diſpoſition de eſprit : Yet how the Zntheran ( con 
lidering his perſwaſlion ) is acquitted from ſome of theſe 1n huP 
amſſion ( at ſuch time) of Adoration, T {ce not. And Date himF 
felt, in his polegy, c. 9. p. 66. ſeems to maintain the weceſſrty, uw 
ſuch time of this Duty, ſuppoſing a real preſence. Si le Sacrament 

; 8 Chrift, &yc. I eſt evident qu' on le peat 
& gu" on le doit adorer ; attendugue le corps de Chriſt eft un (wet ads 
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bence 1s that anſwer excluded, that they ſpeak of, 4 reverent 
uſage of the Symbols. 


2/y. Tis plain, that they worſhipped not only the omnipotent 


| Derty of Chrilt,but his ZZumane nature or ſuZftante asthere preſent. 


3/9. Preſent not only to the <ww9r7ly recetter, but on the Table, 


| on the Afar; which they worſhippcd as there, before their re- 
| ceiving 1t. As appears by ---///am, gu: ſuper Altare colitur. --- Ad. 
| duct ſunt ad menſam Domini, ty acciprunt d? corpore Oy ſanguine, 


fed adorant tantum &c. ---Tmitemur vel barbaros &c. Tu non in 


| praſepr vides, ſed in altari. ---Non Angeles, fed Dominum 95tends. 
| ---S7 pura ſunt veſtimenta, adora ty manauca. ---Rogantes Agnum 
| propo/atum (2.e.) on the Altar, gyc. ſee the former quotations. 
{ Therefore thole anſwers ſerve not, of worſhipping him as really 
| preſent to the recezver, or preſent 11 mens hearts by faith. 


Neither doth that help any thing ( which I do not well under- 


| ſand) of worſhip Chrilt ( which muſt be with d/ume worſhip ) 
{ and thar before receiving, as repreſenratively preſent in the ſym- 
| boſs, (he 1n reality not being there. ) Which 

| therit may, or may not be done) 1s unapplable to the Fathers, 
| who expreſs themſelves, to adore 7he very fleſh ( not its fizure or 
| repreſentation) as preſent on the Altar; that fleſh as now on the 
| Altar, which the poles adored in Domino Feſn, and the w/e 
| men 1n the Babe, mm preſepi ; and von Angelos, laith Ciryſoſtom, 
' negue Archangelos, negue Czlos, ſed ipſum corum oftcnds Tommun. 


1 thing ( firſt whe- 


Is /zxnum corporis Domini, which thing, only, they tay, he ſhew- 


| ed,above Angels ? 


Now to examin the anſwer it ſelf a little ; whether juch a 
thing may lawfully be done. And here I will firft fer you down 
Bellarmin's reply to ſuch an an{wer, given by Pet. Harryr to 
that place of /Vazianzen, | eumpgue gw ſuper allure Colitir 7144g940 
cum clamore obtcftans | who faid, Colt quidem Christi;n ſuper alt«- 
re, ſed colt in [ymbolo, ficut in ſymbolo ſrznificatur. To which the 
Cardinal; ve/ e/t ipſe revera m ſymbols i/louel non eſt © jt o5f S&c./i 199 
eſt, ergo licet ſaltem coram ſymbolis procumbere, & ibi ChriStum 
licet abſentem adoraie; ergo licet imagines Chriſti Venerarn, &C. Or 
rather Chriſtum in 1magine 1Þ/ins adorare. And doth not this war- 
rant divznc adoration of Chriſt's Pody and Blood as forme way Ppre- 
ſent there, and that before communicating, two be lawtul, and 

O 2 that 
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that to all opinions whatſoever, 1f only they hold the Sacrament 
a /zzn of Chrilt's Body ? And then why ſaith DaiZe, ( who gives 
this anſwer for the Fathers adoration, ) that the Zuzherans wor. 


that which Calvin ſaith, de Chriſtiana pacificatione IT. c. Cum m 


di cauſa, ab iſo diſcedit? which 1s molt true, if Chriſt be only 
1n heaven: he that worſhips Chrif# or his Body there where he 


preſſons. 


\ @ 
IJ 


opinion, contrary to the-practice of the Fathers, worſhip not on- 


latyy impated , by holling Tranſubſtantjation ) the very ſubſtance of bread in 


Church, he 


ther the Roman 799/ATry 3 MUCH 15 to be ſaid, and rather becauſe Monſieur Dail 


not Cb:it as Iy publiſhed in Z22/;h) hath fingled out this point from all the 
- Ealpura former Church, and of excuſing the /eparaters from Schiſm. 
halding T. a72* . 
ſabTantiation ) the Sacrament inlead of Chrift-: and whether all ſuch wo-ſip bowever qualified be ido* 
dairy ? 

Now to make way for what I have to ſav; firſt T will premie 
{ome conceſſions ot Monſieur Daille's, who hath very diligently 
argued this point, and then ſome conce/frons (on the other fide) or 
qualifications ( 1n their adoration) of the 7 ranſubFtantialifts;, by 
both which I concetve the heavy imputation of committing 246- 
atry, thats laid upon them, may be much lightned. 


Firſt 


ſhip of the Body of Chriſt in the ZucharzF?, 1f there 1t be not, 
ts vain, & mutile fy. tombe par maniere de dire dans le neant?f 
Reply to Chanmon? p. 63. Would it be in vain in a Zutheran, and 
was 1t not fo in the Fathers? And 1s it without reaſon thenfp 


celc/ti gloria reſideat Chriſtus, quiſquis alio fe convertit ejus adoran 


confeſſeth it 1s not, nor any thing elfe ( relating to 1t) that Þ 
capable of ſuch a worſhip as he gives, ſeems to. me to have no 
objeCtar all of his worſhip. For divine worſhip ſutes not to the Þ 
Fen; and there is nothing elſe there ( in his opinion ) to gtvett 
to. To worſhip Chriſt as zhere, muſt be to worſhip ſomething Þ 
there as h/m: we worſhip Chriſt upon the /rar, 1. e. we wor: 1. 
ſhip Chriſt in ZFZeaver, upon the motive of ſomething repreſenting Þ 
him upon the Altar, 1s too forc'd a paraphraſe of the Fazhers ex þ 


7,2, To[Z] itis granted. To » | namely, that thoſe of the fourth 
- kdeR] ly Chrift that 1s preſent, corpora/ty preſent, with the ſymbols, but Þ 
fo the R:man (662d of Chri#?, and that all-ſuch worſhip ( however qualihed ) 1s 
Church w3;ſ17p a2 eminent man ( in his Apology for the Reformed Churches, late- | 


eorporally pre reſt, upon which chiefly to ground a neceſlity of ſeparation from. 


A Diſcourſe on the EUCHARIST. 0; 


ent 7. Firſt therefore Dai/te grants (which yet IT do not preſs ſo Afr. Daille's 
ves Þ much, becauſe he faith ſuch things, as becauſe 1n Treaſon. no man Cunceſſions. 
vor-ſþ can ſay otherwiſe ) an enorme arfference ( as he calls tt ) berween 
not, Þ worſhiping Chri/t or the hoay of Chriſt 1n the Sacrament , and 
12Þ worſhipping the Sacrament ; ( lee 24. Reply to Chaumont, p. 29.) 
and Þ and this, tho we mean the firſt of worſhiping his HBoay as really 
hen preſent zz, or 22h, the Symbols. 
2 inf 2» Of which worſhip of Chr as preſent, he.holds that it is 
ran: Þ not 7dolatrous at all, becauſe it hath no direQtion to any objec# 
nly Þ now-adorable ; but (to uſe his own words ) ſerement' vaine fp 
he Þ murile oy tombant par maniere de dire dans le neant, Sabuſant cs 
t 1s Þ cect ſeulement gue par erreur elle cherche cet objet fy penſe Þ en 
no Þ brafſer /a, ou 71 1 eft point. 3. Reply to Chaumont, p. 63. Sce 
the Þ hkewiſe x2. c. of his Apology, where he ſaith, © Had the Church 
eitÞ *of Rome obliged us only to adore Chriſt in the Sacrament, they 
ing Þ © had not by this tied us to worſhip any creature. So he ſaith 
-or-Þ 1. Reply. p. 20. Bienque nous ne crowns pas cette Preſence d:3 
ing Þ corps de Chrift dans les ſighes, neant-moms nous u' eſt1mons pas, gue 
ex- Þþ ha creance en ſoit i criminelle, gu' elle nous oblige a rompre avec tous 
| ceux, gui la tiennent---de facon gue /t I eghſe Romain n euft en aucune 
rth Þ antre erreurgque celle Ia, nous accordons voloutiers qu elle ne nous ent 
on- Þ pas donne un ſuffiſant ſuiet de nous ſeparer d' anec elle, come il par- 
Out Þ off de ce gue nous la (upportons es Lutheriens. Quell eft donc la cauſe 
in Þ & noftre ſeparation d auec elle? I adoration de F hoftie &c. 
is | 3. H& holds, that Adoration follows neceſſarily the tenent 
He Þ of the preſence of Chrilbs body 1n the Eucharilt. Quant au droits 
te- Þ (> 9u' on le peut fy qui on le doit adorer, attendugque le corps de Chriſt 
he Þ eff an ſet adorable. Which ſhews Adoraricn to be rightly ground- 
2m. Þ ed on Chriſt's corporal preſence, be it atter what manner ſoever, 
| that of the Romani/t, or that of the Lutherans; for /c Cor ps. de 
' Chriſt eſt ſuiet adorable. Apol. 9. c. 
i | 4. He reſolveth pol. 10. c. the Jews worſhipping before the 
| Ark or footſtool Pal. 99.5. and Pal. 132.7. into worſhiping 
iſe Þ God as eſpecially preſent there upon the Ark ; ſymbolum praſer 
ly Þ 7ie Dez, as River calls it, or between the Cherubims. wer. x: 
or | Andif we compare | adorate {cabe/lum | there, as the /"u{:ar read 
by Þ it, with | adorarunt vitulum, | Exod. 32.8; to worlhip the 7rue- 
on Þ Godof Zſrael in the Caff 1s judged zablatry, to worſhip the ſame: 
Gd before the Ark or between the Cherubims, none. 
5. So he grants Apo/ 11. c. That when our S2u7our was on: 
{ft | arth, a Diſciple's giving dzyme honour upon miſtake to another 
| perlon: 


—— 
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perſon much reſembling him, would be no zaolarry; fo ſuppoſing}; 
the conſecrated Hoſt truly adorable, ſhould one ſee one expoled opſl, 
the Aliar that hapned zo? to be conſecrated and worſhiped, nei. vr 
ther would ſuch a perſon be guilty of 7do/arry. So he pronouncethF,, 
him blamelefs, that ſhould give the honour and ſervice due to hi g, 
true Prince to a ſebjet, whom being very /ike he took for high, 
Prince. See concerning Adoration, Þ. IT. ”= 

The ſame thing I conceive 1t 1s in apparizions. Had S, 7olfp,q 
Rev. 22.28. taken the Angel for Gd appearing, ( as ſome chu, 
he did, but the Angel quickly reQified his mittake, ) and fo givaP,; 
him drvine honours, ſuch as Abraham and many other Sans uſp þ 
the Old Teſtament gave to the Lord appearing, this had bin tap, 
from an act of 7dv/atry in him. So had Mary Magdalen, as Fc 
took our Savirur for a Gardiner, worſhiped a Gardiner lik, 
apparrelled gc for our S2vzonr, 1t had bin no zaolatry. uu 

But ſuith Dai, ſhould any worſhip the Sun for 7e/us Chrif, if 
as S. Aultin mentions ſome that did, or the Virgin Mary for; 
Goddels, as the Co/yridians are ſaid to have done, theſe will 
guilty of high Idolatry. I add further; Should any worſhy 
not only an maze, but (which Dr. Hammond hath obſerved u 
his Treatiſe of /avlatry, ſee. 47.) any glorified Saint or Angel, bj 
e1ving any of God's attributes to them; as, the 4nowl/edge of the ſe 
crets of mens hearts, and of all other paſlages in this lower worldye 
and the ab:/ity hkewiſe of working mzraculous eftets as thee 
pleaſe; and both theſe, not from God's communicated, but ther poi 
92 Original, power ; and ſhould addreſs his prayers to zhem, ahrgy 
fancied 1luch by him; this man will certainly be an zav/arer. not 

Now the realon Daze gives in the ſame 11. chapter pol. why yh 
in this worſſuping the creature for God or Chr:/t, fome are zdolateriÞma; 
lome not, | by Zdolazters, I mean ſinful and formal idolaters, # my 
{ome call rhem ; for note, that it 1s no otherwiſe in zdo/arry that cip] 
1n other ſins, there may be a material act or real adultery withouBg;,; 


fault ; ſuppoſe another man's wfe conveyed into the þrbauiif i; 


bed inſtead of his 9wr, as Leah was once into Jacobs : fo the relÞgir 
killing of his neighbour without any gw; ſuppole by the milfigg 
carrying of ſome inſtrument a man 15 uſing in his vocation : andÞ{y,þ 
here an z2zgrance of ſuch a fact, without any faulty error 1n the} 
judgment, or obl1quity of the intention,exculeth the fin: | Dailkes the 
reaion therefore for diſtinguiſhing guilty raolatry from that which qe, 
224/erzally may allo be called fo, 1s, not the good intention to wot-Þeyl 
{Liponly him who 1s truly God or Chri/t, or the opinion and ho Prix 
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lief they have, that the /u&7e# they worſhip is . truly ſuch, (for 


Bis (as he in that Chapter, and other Writers copiouſly ex- 


reſs) 18 common to the worſt of {aolaters :) but the error or 1g 
norance of the judgment, from which flows this miſtaking pra- 
Fiſe, as that 1s only affected and culpable, or innocent and cx- 


cuſable. Of which thus he, in that Chapter, 7 avone, gue / je- 
mrauce excuſe [a (1.e. in this very matter of /do/a!ry ) on elle 


eff involuntaire, quand le ſuet, gue nous mesconoifjons, et tellenent 


ache fc. mats la, ou I 1gnorance d' un objet procede non. de Þ obſcu- 
s p . / . . - z - 
rite oy» diffeculte de Ia choſe, mais de la malice, on de la negligence 


te I homme, ators tant Sen faut, guelle excuſe, g&yc. So he laith, 


thoſe that worthipp'd the Sun for ChriF? were unexculable, bc- 
cauſe / ignorance ae tous ces gens eftoit viſiblement affetec oy vo- 
luntazre, nee de tear vice feulement, gy non de I obſcurite des choſes 
ot zgnororent. Theretore allo afterward upon this reaſon as 
the 


excuſeth him, that ſhould have worſhipp'd one reſembling 
our Saviour, or an unconſecrated Hoſt, gr. becaule or [a paſſion 
a ſa non-chalance avoit cauſe cette mespriſe, gy. So he blameth 
the Remanift, miſtaking and worſhipping the Sacrament for 
Chriſt, becauſe / errear vient tont enticre de lenr paſſion, fy non 
Iaucnne choſe qui ſvit hors d' enx. 
6. Mr. Daille grants ( which I have touch'd before, ) That as 
the Communion of any, for every erroneous 
Tenent , when it offends againſt no principal or fundamental 
point of Religion, ſee pol. c. 7. ſo we may not reject it for Er- 


[rors, tho deſtruQtive of a Principle, ( ſee 4o/. c. 9.) if it do this, 


not 1mmediately and direaly, but by ſome coxſeguences thereot: 
which conſequences alſo are renounc'd, and the Principle {till 
maintain'd by thoſe who hold the error. | Tho 1t you delire 


[my opinion of this : Firſt, I ſee not how any can hold a Prin- 


ciple, and yet hold a contrary Tenent that directly and 1mme- 
ately oppoſeth it; for no man is. fo ſottiſh, as to hold two 
things direQly contradictory the one to the other : Sce what he- 
faith for this, when els by Chaumont, in his ſecond Reply, 
#B1. So then, when any one's Tenent oppoſcth the Principle 
(which alſo he holds) by ſome. conſequence 1t muſt be, and rot 
k, point blank; Secondly, I ſee not, but that 1f one holding 
the Principle hold atſo another Tenent, which by a conſequence 
dear and manifeſt to ozhers, rho not to 47, rumeth the Prin-. 


ciple, ſuch an one is to be rejected gc. as it he denied the 
Principle. And thirdly, The judgment of the clearnels of fuch cor- 


ſequences, 
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*- ſequences, privete men mult leave to the Charch and her Councils;fy 


Elfe two men, as interelſed and prepoſlefied, ordinarily pretend 
contradiffories both to be clear. For example : It the Lutheran 
Tenent of the ab:gurity of Chrilt's humanity , or the Gree Te. 
nent of the Holy GhoFt not proceeding from the Son, ſhould ſeem 
to a General Connctl, the one, by a clear conſequence, tho not ac. 
knowledg'd by the Party, to ruine Chrilt's 7rue humane nature; 
the other, to deſtroy the 7rmzy : Such ought to be ſeparatet 
from as men not ditcerning this conſequence, only from a ſome 
way culpable and affeted zgnoranuce. Sec what Daille laith df 


this, Rep. 2. p. 82, 83. | But (to return to Dale) therefor 


({aith he ) tho Avoratzon ſhould follow upon the Lutheran Te. 
rent of Chriſt's fm in the Euchariſt, yet if they acknoy. 


ledg no ſuch conſequence, or praftiſe no ſuch thing, we may na 
for their error abhor their Communion. In which I may adſ 


vance ene {tep farther ( with Dai/e's good leave, ) that, ſhould 
the Zutherans allo acknowledg the conſequence, and practiſe ſuch 
a thing as Adoration of Chrilt as corporally preſent 1n the Eucha. 
Tit; yet for this neither 1s their Communion refuſable : Becauſe 
ſuch Adoration oppoſeth no Principle ; but is at the moſt but 
vain and inutile, according to Darfe's own judgment, quoted 
before. 

Obſerve here alſo from this Propoſition of DaiHe's, That he 
holds a duty of ſeparation from the Communion of the Church 
of Rome, becauſe of their worſhippmmg the Euchariſt, tho they 
ſhould not enjoin 1t to any; becauſe we ought not to Commu. 
nicate with any ſuch, who acknowledg and profeſs a Doctrine 
or Practiſe clearly repugnant to a Principle, as he contends the 
Roman Adoration is. As for the other cauſe of Separation, the 


enjoining this Practiſe upon men contrarily perſwaded, we ſhall 


ſpcak to it anon. Thus much for Daze. 


Next, To ſee what qualifications the Tranſubſtantiahſts make 


The Roman concerning their Adoration. 


Erta lrfica H1- 


: Firlt, After Conſecratzon, they aftign not Chriſt's Body #0 


Gus concrern- be there alone ;, but the Symbols allo to remain 27h 77. This 
272 Adora ſhew'd before. Eg 


Zt7. 


:- They afhirm the Symbols capable of ſome. reverence, as be- 
ing holy things ; but not at all of dine worſhip, as being Chriſt 
Foay, tor they are diſtin from it. See, Caf/and.. Conſult. de Adi. 
L£2240h.---Auz adoratia non ad ipſum /tenum quod exterits ___ 

( 
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| ſed ad ipſam rem gy veritatem, que interius creditur, referenda eft ; 


quamuis oy 1p/t figno, cujus jam virtus intelligitur, tanquam 1 eli- 
gioſo &y facro, ſua veneratio debeatur. See Forbes his 'Ceſtimony 
of them, /. 2. Cc. 2. /. 9. /n Euchariſtia mente diſcernendum efſe 
Chriſtum a wvifabih freno docent Romanenſes , fy Chriſtum quidem 
adorandum cfje non tamen ſacramentum; quia m—_ ile ſunt 
res create, x. Negue ſatis eft quod Chriſtus ſub illts ſit, quia etiam 
Deus eſt m anima tangquam m 7 emplo ſao, oy tamen adoratar Deus 
11 anima; ut ait Suarez Tom. 3. Qu. 79. Art. 8. diſp. 65. ſe. r. 
See alat. l. 7. C.11. 1.7. Nam neque noſtri ( i.e. Romanilts ) d;- 


| cunt ſpecies pants gy vim, hoc et accidentia illa eſſe adoranaa, ſed 


dicunt corpus Chriiti verum Q reale, quod ſub ilhts ſpeciebas later, 
debert adorar. | 


Laſtly, See Bellarm. de Euch. L. 4. c. 6. Species 1/Le negue excel. 


| lunt alits ſacramentis, imo ſunt inferiores ommibus, cum ſint pura 
| accidentia, negue adorart poſſunt. Again, c. 29. Neque ullus Ca- 


tholicus eſt qui doceat 1þſa Symbola externa | aid ſe & proprie eſſe 
adoranda cultn latrie, ſed ſolum veneranda cultu guodam minori 7ut 
omnibus ſacramentts convenit, Where allo he ſaith, thoſe Znrthe- 
rans, that hold Chriſt adorable in the Sacrament, only 990 /o- 

ndi a Catholicis aifſentire. And whereas many are offended, 
ee 7aylor, p. 365. that he puts in | per ſe & proprie | and holds 
the Adoration of Chriſt a/:9yo modo pertinere ad Symbola : Yer 
. This 1s no ſtating of the Church in any Council. 2. Nor an 
univerſal Doctrine of the Roman Dottors ; lee Forbes Þ. 2. c. 2. 
l. 11. Sententia ita Bellarmint JR Dottoribus Romanenſtbus 
diſplicet. 3. He doth afterwards ſuck up again, or ſuſpend what 
he had ſaid before, in the concluſion, where he ſaith, Quicgnid 
fit de modo loguend!, ſtatus queſtionis non eſt niſt, an Chriſtus m Fu- 
chariſtia [it adorandus cultu latrie. 4. Taltly, If examin'd clole, 
the matter is not great, for he ſaith only, that we worſhip Chriſt 
in the Euchariſt, veſted with the Symbols, as a Diſciple worſhip- 


&d him on Earth , his Divinity clothed with Humanity, and 


that again clothed with Garments, without making in the act 
of his Worſhip a mental ſeparation of his Humanity from his 
Clothes, or of his Deity from his Humanity. When yer, ſaith 
he, ratto adorand; (1.e. with ſupreme Adoration ) or erant velles 
imo nec ipſa humanivas, (ed ſolum divinitas. So then; at the worlt 
he affirms no more Worſhip due to the $/mbols in the Eucharilt, 
than to Chriſts Garments, when he was on the Earth. 


EE 3: They 


ros 


de] 
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2 They deny alſo any Divine Worſhip due to the ſubFancl 
of the Pread, as well as to its ſpeczes, or ſymbols ; which ſubſtanef 
of Bread many of them. at leaſt hold, to be chang'd, both forf 
forms, and allo matter ; that 1s, to be annihilated, and nothing at 
all thereof to remain. Catholic: cum negent, 1aith BelHlarmin, panenf 
in Sacramento remanere, quomodo poſſunt aſſerere ag]oratgitas ? De 
Ench. I. 4. c. 29. Perperam avtoarmue (7.0. the Tenent of itÞ 
faith Forbes) Romanenſibus a pleriſque Proteſtantibas objicitur, bl 
ili idolatrice crafſilſime gyc. mſumulantiur ; cum credant panem con. 
ſecratum non eſe amplins panem gc. 1.2. Cc. 2. ſ. 9. ---Trlenas ther 
quoted f. 10. 7 amerſi hi panem ( ex ſententia Proteſtautium ) ads c 
rant, non tamen panem adoranaum eſſe diftitant. They deny an 
Divine Worſhip due to Fread; 7.e. to any thing which whill 
they affirm to be Chriſt's Poop, they acknowledg alſo to be Preaf 
( as thoſe, who worſhipped the Suu for Chrift, or the Molten Calf 
for the God that brought them out of ZFgypr, afhrming theſe {hill 
to be the Sun, and a Molten cy ) for they hold it 299po//1ble, and 


involving contradi&1on, That the Bread, remaming read, ſhould 


alſo be the Yody of Chriſt ; and much urge the Lutherans fo 


ſaying, Hic Panis eft Corpus meum. 


Therefore -alſo they ſay, That ſhould they 4eorſhip Bread forfÞ 
the PBoay of Chriſt, they ſhould be the greateſt /dblaters in the 
World. But yet this, I conceive, they ſay not ; That ſhould 


they worſhip Chriſt's Body as being under the accidents of Bread 


and yet indeed x07 his Yoay, but the Bread it ſelf be {till underÞ 


thoſe accidents; that fo alſo they ſhould be the greateſt /ao/arer:; 


_thar ever were. For this their very Adverſartes, leſs partial to 


their cauſe, yet will not ſay of them. Nor do they ſay 1t of them- 


{elves ; for BeMarmin, ſpeaking of one miſtakingly- Adoring an 


uncouſecrated Foft , farth, Adoratio ex mtentione potiſſumum pen- 


der : Quare guz | talem | panem adorat, guod certo credat non eſſe 
parem, ſed Chriftum, ts. proprie & formaiiter Chriſftum adorat, no 
panem, de Euch. I 4. c. 30. Thus much that «,70argie taken Þþ 
- in this ſenſe, not that de faf#o they do worſhip, but that allo they þ 


hold a worſhip of the Bread, cannot juſtly be objected to them. 
4 They vſe the phraſe indeed of worſhippmg the Sacrament, 
and*thar ſpeaking of Divine Worſhip ( which phraſe allo is usd 
by the Ancients, ) ſee Conc. Trid. Sef/. 13. c%5. Omnes Chriſti fi 
els pro more'm Catholica Feclefiu femper recepto, latria cultum, 
911 vero Dev debetur, huic ſanttiſſomo Surramento in veneratione ex- 
»weaut, Bur by it they mean, the worſhipping, not of any thin 


vi/able 
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| 1/ible or ſenſible 1n the Sacrament, nor of any ſubſtance inviſible, 
| chat 1s of Chr1/t, ( for theſe they expreſly make uncapabie of 
any fuch worſhip, ) but only the 40d of Chriſt preſent mvi/ibly, 
| impaſ/ibly, &c, after the manner deſcribed before, not of the $4- 
| crament as it implies the /zgnmm, bur only the fienficatum, then 
there allo rea/ly preſent. 


See theretore that expreſſion of Conc. Trid. (now quoted ) ex- 


| plained, both by the reaſon immediately following, am 1/1111: 
| eundem praſentem meo adeſſe credimns, quem Pater eternus mtro- 
| ducens GC dAivit, Ft adorenyQum omnes Angeli, Feb. 1. and molt 
| clearly in the following Canon, to which the Anathema is aftixed, 
| lor thoſe who. denied ſuch adoration to be due, Can. 6. which 
runs thus ; $7 guzs dixerit in ſanto Furchariſtie ſacramento Cht'i- 
Sum umgentum Det filium non ee cultu latriz etiam externs ado. 
| randum &c, Anathema fit. This 1s obſerved by Father Paz, 1n 
| his hiſtory of that Council, 4. /. pag. 343. © The manner of {peech 
| uſed in the 574 point of 

| ©2045 due to the Sacrament, was noted allo for improper ; ſince 1t 
' 18 certain, that the thing /zenrfied or contermed 18 not meant by 
| the Sacrament, but the thing /ignifying or containing; and there- 
| fore it | 7.0. the manner of ſpeech | was well corre&ed in the 
| 6th Canon, which ſaid, that the Son of God ought to be «wor forped 
| m the Sacrament : Obſerved alfo and preſſed by F. San#7a Clara, 
| (Enchiriaton of Faith, Dial. 13.) * Its true (faith he) that in the 
| *57þ chap. the Fathers ſay, that z7he Sacrament 1s to be adored; 


oetrime, taying, That divine wr fh: 


*but here in the Canon they {ſpeak more {trifly, and the reaſor 1n 


 fthe Chapter 1s the ſame, nam i/lum enndem Deum &. And clic- 


where ( 3. diahgue ) he ſhews where the exprettions differ ( tor 


| which he names, belides this place, the 2. Canon of 6. Sz. com- 
| pared with 5. chapter, ) © Our obligation to be to the Caron not the 
* Chapter ; * becaule the chapter rather declares the 4c:7rime to be. 


( defined , than contains the definition it {elf, neither 1s framed 1n 


 *the {ble of Conci/zary definitions with Anathema's ; and * becaule 
| fthe Council of Trent it ſelf doth {eem to puta diffcrence between 
| "theſe two, ( Sef/: 14.c.3. of Extr. Unetion, hoc four gue Ke.) In 


*making a further Commination for violation of the doctrines ol 
the Canops than of the Chapters. Obſerved alſo by Grot. 1n his 
Apolog. Rivet. diſcuſfio p. 79. where allo he notes Hellarmin's tore- 
quoted paſſage, thatthe controverſy berween the Catho/icks and 
Lutherans was only 1 modo loguend:, in laying, ihe Sacrament, Or 
ChraFt in the Sacrament, as to be worſhiped, and to this notning, 
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is replied by Rzver, and it appears that that indeed 1s ſaid by them 
which Dale wiſheth. pol. 12. c. 


See Dr. Holden de reſol. fidei 2.1. 4.c. In hoc ſacroſanffo Eucha.f 


ri/tie ſacramento Chriftus unigenitus Det films cultu latrie adorandn; 
e/t, and this 1s all (faith he) that in this matter 15 fide Catholiry 


credeudam. See Dr. T aitor, Liberty of Prophecy, 20. 5. 16. n. © Now 


<it 15 evident that the object of their Adoration ( 7.e. the Romaniſsi| 
©that which 1s repreſented to them in their thoughts , they 


© minds, their purpoſes, (by which God principally, 1t not ſolely, 
© takes eſtimate of humane aQtons) in the Bleſſed Sacrament, 
<is the only true and eternal God hypoſtatically joined with hisF 
©holy Humanity, which Humanity they belieye aCtually preſent F 


© under the yeil of the Sacramental /izns. 
PIF4 


Add to this, that the ſame argument Daile, Apol. 9. c. urg- | 


eth to prove, that we may not worſhip the Sacrament becaufe 


Chriſt 1s 1n1t ; namely this, that Chr is in the fairhful as in hf 
Temple, yet may we not adore the fr the ſame they urgeÞ 
to the ſame purpole. See the former quotations out of Suarez, p. 
200. Now if Mr Dail ſay, that the word Sacrament cannot pro-þ 
perly be applied to only Chrilt's Body, or the thing /ignrfied, ab- 


{tracted from the $7272 , I fhall accord willingly ; but then we muſt 


accuſe the Church of Rome, not of an erroneous tenent for this, 
if ſhe expound to us her or/hodox meaning, butof an zmproper ex. 


preſſion. 


And for that which he faith 1, Reply. p. 22. That if the word 


Secrament inthe Council of Trent ſignified nothing beſides Jeſus | 


Chriſt formally and preciſely, then we might afhrm gue /e ſacra- 


ment et lt ant haux cieux a la dextrede Dieu; T anſwer that | pre- 
ciſely | is to be taken, as, tho not involving beſides Chriſt any other F 
ſubject, yet zmc/ading beſides Chriſt the manner of his preſents 
which 1s not natural in the Sacrament as it 18 in the Hen 


VERS. 


5. Therefore alſo they ground adoration (a thing Card. Peron | 


much inſi{teth upon in his reply to King James ) not on 7 ranſub- 
Hantiation, (tho both 77 and v" MharFr com and Conſubſtantiation 1n- 
volyeth at, ſo that exther of theſe po/ita porizar adoratio, ) as if = 

A 
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lata Tranſubſtantiatione tollitur Adoratio, but on real preſence ; 
which in general 1s agreed on by the Zutheran, together with 
them. Which adoration they afthrm due with all the ſame cir- 
cumſtances wherewith 1t 1s now performed , tho Chriſt's Fody 
were preſent-with the /ybo/s, neither as under the accidents of 
bread as they ſay, nor under the (u/ftance of bread as the Luthe- 


| rans ſay; but, after ſome other unknown manner diſtin from 
' both: and if they were convinced of the error of ZTranſubFan- 


tiation, and of the truth of tbe preſence of the ſab/tance of the 
bread unchanged ; yet, as long as not confuted in the point of reat 


| preſence, would they nevertheleſs for this continue to adore the 
elf ſame obje&#as now 1n the {elt ſame place; namely the body of 
| Chriſt {till preſent there with the ſymbols, and therefore there ade- 
 rable, tho preſent after another manner than they imagined. 


See the arguing of Farne/ias a Romaniſt, Forbes 2. /. 2. c. 12.s. 
Corpus Chriſti 1b1 eft cum pane vel permanente vel tranſeunte, uno 


| wel alio modo &c, per conſequens non elt idololatria adorare Chriſftum 
 #hiin Enuchariftia realiter praſentem. See in Conc. Trid. 13. s. 5. c. 
| the reaſon immediately following the requiring of adoration: Nam 
| hum eundem Deum praſentem in eo( ſacramento | adeſſe credimus, 
' quem Pater introducens &C. | 


If therefore the Church enjoyns theſe three T. to believe 


' Chriſt's corporal preſence in the Sacrament, 2. to believe Tranſub- 
' ftantiation, for the manner of that preſence, 3. to adore Chrilt as 


being there preſent; 1t follows not that ſhe enjoyns the 7hird in 
order to the ſecond, but may only in order to the fr/4, as it being 
(without the* ſecond) a ſufficient ground thereof. As is ob- 
lerv'd in the former Dzſcourſe of the Euchariſt. 


Theſe conſiderations premiſed, 1.Therefore now ſuppoſe 7ran- 


= 
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ſubſtantiation an error; yet it the tenent of corpora/ or real preſence #1 Te a1 errav , 


{2s he'd by the Lutherans or others) be true, the ſame adora/zon 
1s no way fruſtrated, but {till warrantable, and to be continued. 


2. __ not only TranſubFantiation, but real preſence an 
error; ſuppoſe the Zread after conſecration to remain in ſu6- 
Advgrat'94 


Hance 


16 4aoration 
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poral preſence | 
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lance unchanged, and our Saviour after no manner at all preſent 
corporally ; yet I do not ſee (after the foregoing conceſſions and 
qualifications well weighed, eſpecially thar wherein they proteſ; 
adoration not of the Sacrament, or any part thereof, but ot Chrift 
m the Sucrament ) how the adoration of Chriſt, as preſent there and 
that as under the accidents, and in the room of the ſub/tance of 
the bread, ( tho I have ſhewed that ſuch a guazenus 1s required of 
none in their adoration) can amount to zavlatry ; which ro they 

1. Firſt, compare this mi/taking worſhip of the 7 ranſubſtantia- 
[its with any other granted 7dolarries of the Heathens, Jews, or 
Chriſtians ; and we ſhall find no inſtance of any, the ſubtleſt 1do- 
Jatry, that ever was, but4n 1ts guilt or error much diftering from 
this. The moſt ſubti] of Idolatry Heather, I think 1s thar, ( as tt 
is expounded by Maximus Tprius, dial. 39. mentioned in Dr. Ham. 
{dl.17.s.) that they beſtowed their worſhip only on the Gods to 
humane eyes 2v7/1b/e, and uſed Tmages dy as /iens and 7okens of 
their honouring them, and helps of their infirmity to remember 
them gx. Of Zewih Idolatry, was that of ane” Fhcof the 7rue 
God 1n the go/den Calf, and thole other ſet up afterward in Dn 
and Bethel. Of Chritian Idolatry, I find theſe mentioned : that 
of worſhiping the B. /7rgn for a Goddeſs, of the Sun as being Chriſt, 
of Saints or Angels, (it ever any ſuch worſhip were, for 1 find 
only ſuch a caſe put in Dr. Hammond, 7dol. 45.s.) communicating 
God's at7ributes unto them, (as 1s exprefled above p. ) of Om. 


Science, Ommnipotence, which thing makes indeed not ove but many 


Gods. 

Bur as for the fir/t of theſe, the Feathens, whatever reſpet 
they gave to the /mages, it's certain the Gods they worſhiped 
were, not oze and the 7rue, but many and falſe ; whillt they grol- 
ly and {tupidly erred ( even Tyrias amonglt the reſt) in many of 
the Divine Attributes ; tho alſo, as Dr. Hammond ſaith, the aGti- 
ons of the many were very unlike Tyrias his ſpeculations. As 
tor that of the Jews, Dr. FHammond's opinion is, ſe&. 34. 35, 36 
that they worſhiped not God only, but the 7do/-calf allo, as, upon 
Aaron's Conſecration animated and infpirited by God , (as the Hea- 
then alſo conceited of their Idols,) and fo fitted to ſupply Moſes's 
place, and go before them and be their Conductor ; and the ſame 
is to be thoughr of Jercboam's Calves, ſee 1 Reg.12.28. As for that 
oi the Chri/tians, thoſe who worſhiped the Sun for Chrift were 
not exerted by their good mentions, becauſe moſt wiltully and 
groumiicily 27/faken 1n their judgments ; in which I ſhall ſhew 

the 
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ſent Þ the Tranſubſlantiali/ts not to ron parallel with them. The wor- 


and þ ſhippers of Angels, as ſuch, err allo groſly in the Divine Arttri- . 


fe Þ butes ; but no ſuch thing 1s imputed to the 7 ranſub/tantialifts. 
riff 2: Again, Theſe /dolaters generally im their worſhipping, when 


and 


- of 
1 of 


1CW 
Ta. 


they took ſuch a vi/ible thing to be Gd, they deny'd it not to 
' be the 47mg ſtill. They athrm'd the /mages, the Calves, the Sz 
they worſhipped, to be Calves, and Gold, to be the Sun and mages 
{i]l, withoR ſuppoſing them to be annihilated, and God ( not 
miſunderſtood by them in any of his Attributes) to be ftead 
thereof. An Error therefore only /ke theirs would it be, It any 
in the Eucharilt ſhould nr "ons, MF the Bread to remain, and 
' worſhip that Bread, no way ſuppoſed alter'd, for his Chrift : Which 
' none do; or if they do, they are confels'd by all to be Zdola- 


 Ters. 


for the Creator, grofly imagined 1n their blind Judgments a thing 
' no way pollible : And God not only was oz, but conld not be, 
ſuch a thing as they ſuppoſed ; but a Creazure may be the Body 
of our Lord ; and many of thoſe, who deny 7ranſub/tantiation, 
yet grant a poſlibility thereof : And when we worſhip the 7rue 
Buds of our Lord, it 1s a Creature we Adore, tho by the Hy- 
potatical Union to the Deity, it 18 capable of 'ſuch Honour. So 
' that in all the /dv/atrous Yorſhips that can be nam'd, tho their 
 mtentions might be good, in direfimg their Adorations only to 
what they thought the 7rue God; yet were their Judgments in- 
"comparably beyond the 7ranſubſtantialiſts culpably and {tupidly 
( Rom. 1. 22, 23.) erroneous to think 1o. And extremely were 
| they alſo miſtaken ( from which the 7rauſnubFantialiſts are granted 
molt clear) in many of the Divine Attributes and Proper- 
ues, 

4 But now in the Jaſt place: Suppoſe that the Z/rae/ztes did 
' 1n no manner dire their worſhip to the Calf, but only to the 
| God of Tſrael, as fuppos'd by them, after ſome peculiar manner, 
there preſent ; or ſuppoſe, that they held the Caf no more to 
be there at all, but the God of /ſracl under the outward a pear ance 
thereof: So likewiſe, That the Chriſtians wor ſhippiug rhe Sun, 
held firſt a TranſubFantiation thereof into the Yoay $ our Lord : 
Yet will it not follow, That 1f their worſhip thus qualified would 
{ll be /do/arry, therefore the Tranſubllantialifts Adoration 15 10, 


becauſe ( according to Mr. Daille's fifth Conceſlion), from = 
proba- 


3 But yet further; Theſe 7do/aters in worſhipping a.Creatare 


Hz 
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* probability or unreaſonableneſs of the grounds and motives of our 
perſwaſion , the like practice rs, or 7s not Taolatry. 


For, as the Zſrae/zres Adoring God as preſent after a peculiar 


manner in the Golden Calf was 7dvlatry ; So the /ſraelttes Adoring 


Ged as atter a peculiar manner preſent or dwelling between the 
Cherubims, or upon the Ar# (calld his Fooz/too/ ) was not fo. 
Or, to inſtance 1n mfakrng worſhips ; Tho the {ſrachtes wor: 


ſhipping God as peculiarly preſent in the Calf, whenMYs there was f 


no ſuch matter, was /dolatry ; yet the Lutherans worſhipping 
Chriſt. (ſuppoſe they did it ) as preſent after a peculiar manner 1 


the Euchariſt, tho 1ndeed he be not there, zs 297 ſo ; but only y 


an Adoration varne gy mutile tombant en neanut. Again, tho the Þ 


Chriſtians worſhipping the Sun for Chri/?, tho ſuppos'd by them hi 


25t the Sun, but Chrift, were /dolatry ; yer when our Saviour 


was on Earth, a Diſciple's worſhipping a meer man, very like 


him, for 47m, would not be ſo. Sce Dazlk's reaſon for it 1n his 


fifth Conceſ/. Why then 1s the 7ranſul/tantialift an /dolater in 


his Account ? See c. 11.: of his Apol. becauſe Perrear de cenx oc. 
vient tout entiere de leur paſſion, fy non d'aucune choſe, gui ſort hors 


a4 eux. Here therefore lies all the trial of their 7av/atry ; 


Let this be diſputed, 7his judged of by indifferent perſons. For Þþ in 


this, let what 1s ſaid before 1n this Paper be well conſider'd; 


and what ſhall be {aid by and by. 


:, For Furlt: Suppoſe they ground Adoration on real preſence 

( whatever becomes of 7ranſubantiation, ) the miſtake of this 
ground (7z.e. of real preſence) will be excuſable in them; tor, in 
the Lutherans it 1s ſo. But ſuppoſe the ground of zheir Adora- 
Zion be the 'Tenent of 7ranſubſtantiation ; yet after a granted poſ- 
ſibility thereof, the Tradition of Antiquity, in Expoſition of the 
Scriptures concerning the Zachariſt, to much favouring ( ſome 
way or other ) a ſubſtantial converſion ; and in after times, when 
this point grew to a debate, the Deci/ton of Councils ( the firit of 
which was before 4.D. 800. Conc. Ne. 2.) for ſuch a conver/omn; 
1f in ſome of them, not the ſame Tranſubftantiation, yet as 
{trange ; the reception of fuch Deci/rons by the ſucceeding Ages 
of the Church Univerſal ( Zaftern, Weftern, ) till Luther's time, 
(and ſince his time the affirming ſtill in general of a Corporal 
preſence with the Symbols, by a conſiderable Party of the Reform- 
ed, T mean the Lutheran) ( of the reaſonable ob/zgation of private 
Fudements to which Determinations and Pradtices of the Church 
1 
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Our Þ 5n matters vere, T have diſcourſed elſewhere.) Theſe motives, 
 Þþ 1 fay, (however Daze paſleth over them in that 11. cap. with a 
ular} light foot, — all to a /aſeale authorite du Pape ty de ſon Con- 
ring &: and Dr. 7 ator the like p. 346.) will ſufficiently ſhew, that 
therr'miſtake 15 not wn errear, gu: vient tout entiere de lenr paſſion, 


lo. Þ (ymn d' aucune choſe gui ſoit hors deux. Surely no practice can 
VOr-Þ be zao/arry, where 1s no malignant or herezical opinion of God or 
Was Þ our Saviour : but ſuch corporal preſence is not in Darlle's, nor 7 ran- 
1g Þ [u/tantrazion in many other Proteſtants opinion. See before. 
ring 2. Compare we this 97757ak worſhip of the Tranſubſiantialif! 
ny Þ with thote 92/takes mentioned in Daille's 5th. conceſſion, which; 
the Þ tho worſhiping of the meer creazare for Chrift, yet are-excuſed by 
en Þ him from zdo/arry; and we may find zt no lets excuſable than 
our Þ they. 
ke For tho 74s hath not the ſame reaſon drawn from ſenſe, 7. e. 1 
his Þ corporal ſimilitude; yer ithath another (ſuppoſed) ſtrong enough 
1 F toground ſuch practice upon, z.e. d/vime Maw, rw as interpreted by 
7. i Eccleſeaftical authority. Tho indeed the miſtake of the Tran/uv- 
ors flantialrft 1s not ſo much as ones miſtaking of a thing /ke Chrilt tor 
Y ; | Chriſt, becaute he worſhips nothing vi/4b/e ar all , nor any thing 
'Or Þ inviſible wherein thole acc:zaents which he ſeeth do inhere ; bur 
4; only ſuppoſeth Chriſt's body preſent, where his ſenſe can no way 
ſufhctently inform him (ſince ſafurs phanoments this preſence 1s 
poſſible) when 1t 1s abſent. | 
«| 3. Laſtly, compare we this 92:/1akinz worſhip of the Tranſus- 
us | fantialits with that of the Conſub/tantialiſts, and I think we 
i F ſhall find no reaſon to accuſe the one of Hat zav/arry, whillt the 
4 | other of znurility or vanity only; or 'to charge the one with-a 
of- | bad conſequent (which they renounce)of their erroneous tencnt, (as 
he | that conſequent is, [that they adore a piece of bread,) from that te- 
nc F nent of theirs,that the bread is annihilated and Chritt's Yoay initead 


thereof,notwithitanding they hold the principle,that no meer crea- 
ture may be worſhiped ) whilſt we abſol 

?; | long as they ceaſe to own Zhems, and hold the principle zhey op- 
is | pole. See Dazlle's 6th. conceſſion. 


- I 
CHOY 


- Thus far theſe two parties, the Tran/ub/tantialit and Lutheran, 
# | agree. 1. That Chriſt is corporally preſent. 2. That he may be 
" _—_— 3. That no o7her. object there but Ae may be. wor. 
© | ſhiped; not bread, nor any other meer creature. 4 That no- 


? 


c 
t | thing vi//c in the Sacrament is He, or his Boay ;, which 1s pre- 
_ Q_ ſent 


ve the other from them, as 


112 


S. XXXIV. | 


|; » ; > 
A Diſcatrfe on the EUCHARIST: * 


ſent only invi/ibly, without any thing v/ib/e inhering or apper. 
taining to it as the ſubje& thereof. They difter only about the 
manner of the preſence of this znvi/tble ſubſtance. The one ſaith it 
is there together with the'bread; the other faith z7here inſtead offf ; 
the bread, and the breadaway ; a thingallo pollible, for any thing 
we know. The one faith, he 1s zhere under both the ſabiance 

and accidents of the Bread; the other, there under the accidents 


only of.the Bread. 


Now whilſt 074 worſhip the ſame je? 1n the ſame place, and 
veiled with the ſame ſen/ible accidents; yet the one adoring hinf 
as being under the ſubſtance of Zread ( he not being there ) arc 
freed from any //atry in fuch worſhip; the other adoring hin 
as being under the accidents of Fread ( he not being there) ar} 
made zdolaters. Why ſo? ſince they ſay and profeſs, that it his 
Boay be not there under thoſe appearances, but the fame ſxb/tance 
{all under them which was. formerly, they confeſs 2t a creazare, 


and renounce all adoratrou of it. Whereas therefore it is obje& | ,, 


ed, that the /ub/tance of bread only being 1n that place where they 
ſuppoſe Chriſt's Body and not any bread to be, therefore in wor. 
ſhiping the thing in that place, they worſhip bread; this were a 

r1ght charge, it they afhrmed that Bey worſhiped the /zb/tarce, 


that is in that place under ſuch accrdeurs, whatever 1t be: but 


this none fay; . but that they worſhip. at only upon ſuppoſition 
that it 1s Chriſt's Boay and not bread, and that for this fuppoſition þ ; 


they have rational | men Now faying that they worſhip it, 
becauſe it zs ſo ; is faying, if 1t be ot ſo they intend no worſhy 
to it. And this worſhip 13 hike theirs, which Biſhop Avarews 


faith was rendred by ſome formerly out of fear of a fome-way de- | 


tetive conſecration, 5: es Chriftus, te adoro; Reſp. ad Apal. Bel. 
r.c. Again, whereas 1t 1s objected, that a good znrenzion exculeth 
not zdvlatry, for fo the CY ſuppoſe they held a 7ras 
fabſtantiation, and thought _ ta be inſtead of the Swur, and 
ſhould ſay, $ es Chriftus te adoro, would be no 7de/aters: thus 
would be true, were their good antention founded upon an excub- 
able and unaffefted tgnorance. But notwithſtanding their 71ten- 
tion and /uppo/ttion 1t remains zdolatry {hill : not becauſe: whillt 
thinking to worſhip Chri#7 there, they «e fatfo worthip only what 
3s the Sur ; but becaufe they have no reaſonable motive to 1magin 
fach a thingy/as that Chrz/t 18 : there, and by conſequence fo to, att 
upon it; which the Tranſubſtantialift pleads he hath. This clear- 
ly appears, 1n that, ſhould Chriſt be worſhiped by them, = as 

| c1Ng 


| (their 


A Diſcourſe on th EUCH ARIST. 


being inſtead of the /ub/ance, but as being under the ſubſtance of 
the Sun, zablaters ſtill they would be ; yet none argue thence, that 


the Z#7hcran, in adoring Chriſt under the ſubſtance of the bread, 


1s ſo. 
To conclude this point; If we look upon the judgment of 
ſome Reformed writers concerning this 77 enfublnitieruy idola- 


"| try, 1t 15 etther not at all, or but faintly afſerted by them. See 


Dr. Flammond of [dol. ſet. 64,55,66. where tho he doth not ex- 
cule it from being material (tho perhaps not in them formal) idola- 


| 7ry, yet he grants 1t to come much ſhort of the Tdolatry of the 


Heathen, (contrary to the quotations he makes out of Cofteras, 


| [e7.62..) and how far excuſable,ignorance,and that founding it felt 
| ypon the word of God 9:z/taker, may make it, he faith he will not 
| determine ; and that he will hope, that 1t may be far from being 1+- 
 reauſlible to him, who hath reformed his other known fins, and 
| forall known and unknown 1s truly humbled. And indeed thoſe 
writers mult either allow 1t to be ſuch a gentle Tdolatry, as that 
| the practice thereof dicd 1n, and it neither particularly confeſled, 
yor repeated of, yet excludes not from ſalvation ; or elſe they 


muſt damn all thoſe who lrved in the vilible communion of the 


| = rch Catholick tor five orfix hundred years by their own con- 
| telſ1on. 


Here the ſame Dr. 7 azhr, that ſpeaks ſo vehemently again! It; 


10 Real Preſence p. 341. parallelling there (tho not proving 1t) the 


groſneſs and culpablenels of the Roman, with that of the Heather 
wolaters: Yet 1n his /b. of Prophecy 20. s. 16, 17, 18. n. ſpeaking 
on this manner; © That the Romanilt giving worſhip to no undue 


 *objeR, as the Heathen did, and if they thought Chriſt not pre- 


© ſent, being ſo far from worſhiping Pread 1n this caſe, that them- 
« ſelves protels it zdo/atry todoſo; this 1s a demonſtration, that 

foul hath nothing 1n 1t that 1s zdololatrical. ---That 749- 
U/Jatry hath ſo great a tincture and reſidency in the 27/4, that 
@from thence only it hath its being criminal, [I ſuppoſe he means, 
from the 2074, as by 1t3 perverſeneſs fomeway againlt reaſon,blind- 
ing the judgment. | © That the will of the 7 ranſub/tantralift hath 
nothing 1n 1t, but what 1s a yu enemy to zdolatry: and nhl 
«@ ardet in inferno nift propria voluntas. ---That a drvine worlthip 1s 
©orven alſo by them only roChr7#? ; bur they differ and miſtake 
© infinitely in the marzer of his preſence. ---Whillt all agree thar 
*the Divmity and the Zumanity of the Som of God 1s the ultimate 
*and adequate objet of divine acoration, incommunicable to any 
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© creature whatſoever ; and they, before they venture to paſs an 
< 2&t of adoration, believe the bread to be het, or turned jn. 
© to his ſub/tance who may lawfully be worſhiped : and that they 
© who have ſuch"thoughts, are as much enemies of 7do/azry, af 
they who underitand betrer gx. ---For their motives to ſuch 
© opinion, that they have-a drvme revelation; whole literal and 
© orammaraical ſence, if that ſence were intended, ( he omits, that 
© they alſo gather this ſence from Church'Tradition,) would warrant 
them to do violence to all the Sciences in the circle ; that Tran 
< {ubſtantiation being openly and violently againlt natural reaſon, 
© 15 No argument to make them disbelteve the 7779 &c, with as 
© much violence to the principles of natural and ſuparnatural Phi. 
*oſophy, as can be 1magined to be in the point of 7ranſub/tanti. 
© ation. 
Sce Spalato Rep. Fccleſ. 5.1. 11.c. Reſpondeo ( {aith he) me nal. Þ 9 
[11 taololatricum crimen adoratione Fuchariit:e, fi refte dirica-Þþ ' 
tur intentio , agnoſcere. Qui enim docent panem non efje amplins 
panem, ſed corpus Christi, il profetto panem non adorant, fed ſolum 
ex "is { "009p3 (2.e. that his Body 1s under the ſpeczes inſtead of the 
bread) licet falſa, ( Biſhop Forbes adds 2.1.2.c.9.s, non tamen here. 
t1ca, aut 1mp1a, vel direfte pugnante cum fide) Chriſti corpus vere a: 
dorabile adorant. See Biſhop Forbes 14. jeff. where ſhewing the 
Greek and Eaſteru Church, as well as the Roman, to ule 1t, he con- 
cludes ; Qs anfat ommes hos Chriſtianos idololatrie arceſſere fy dam. 
"ware? As for the concellions of Roman writers, of the groſnets 
of their zdo/arry beyond any heathen, (that is, further than any of 
their adverſaries will charge it upon them, ) if the bread ſhould 
happen to remain, (if this be their meaning, and not rather, that 
| if thev ex profe//o worſhip bread |), they labour to advance it 
the higher, the more to ſhew, the zrpo//tb/ity that ſuch an error, 
* tor ſo many hundred years, in the univerial Church of Chrilt, 
alſiſted by our Saviour to the end of the world, and the pillar of 
truth, ſhould be entertained ; thinking the grearneſs of this, if a 
crimc, a good argument of the Chriſtians innocence therein: 
whilſt pernaps in ſome ſa/fer matter ſhe might be liable to a 
& XXYEYVT. mlſlake. 
A acconns vf 
eve variancern "Phus much in anſwer to the former replies. Now to ſhew you 
br —_ _ 7 yer more fully the reaſonable morives a Chriſtian may have, of /ub- 
tatter time; 77194 to the dottrine decided by Councils concerning 7 ranſu- 
S{antiat;on, or corporal preſence of Chrilt's Body with the yn 
an 


A Diſcourſe on the EUCHARIST. 


and conſequently to the prattice of Adoration , which Daille 
grants du drort to follow from the other ; ({o that that tenent be- 
ing excuſable, this practice 1s: nay, the omiſſion of the ſecond 


in one perſwaded of the f7/#,would notbe blameleſs:) I will in the 


laſt place give you a {ſhort account of the progreſs of the dofrine 
of the Euchariſt, after the more primitive times, and ſo conclude 
this Diſconrſe. 

i. Tis granted by Mr. &/ondel, that there was no difference in, 
nor any alteration of, this doQtrine, till in the Z#aftern Church 


after 700. A.D. --in the Latm Church after 800. Sec 15. c. and 
 18.c. Therefore in Gregory the Great's time, who flouriſhed 
; | Am. Coo. there was yet no chauze. Now he it was, that put the 
| laſt hand to the Canon of the Haſs, which is now uſed in the Ro- 


man Church. See Chemmt. exam. 2. part. p. 828; and ſee Dr. Field 


| of the Church, Append. to 3. lib. p. 188. where out of Darand's Ra- 


04. | 7onale he ſaith; That Ambroſe out of the ancienter Z7turgies hav- 


| ing in ſome things enlarged and —_— a form, called afterward. 
e 


Ambroſtan Service, and. Gelaſtus Biſhop of Rome likewiſe com- 
poſed another, Gregory and the Church of Rome entertained: 


. Þ Gela/tus his form, Gregory having hrit added, detracted, cn_—_ 
1.19. 


x. | fome things therein ; ( where norte, that Be/larmin de Miſſa > 


Ls 


20. C. tells the ſtory a little otherwiſe, and faith, out of Driaconus, 
That Gregory Gela/tanum codicem coarftavit , ---and out of Grego- 
ry himfelt, £p.73. 46.7. ſe reftituifje m Miſſa antiquas conſuetudi- 
nes, (y ſuſtuliſſe quadam que poſtea rrrepſcrant ; but then he 1s noted 
by Draconus and others, to have added de novo to the Cancn on- 
ly thoſe. words, | 4ze/qgne neftros in pace tua diſponas ;|) and the 0- 


ther Veſtern Churches {till continued to uſe the Ambroſian Ser- 


vice: that Charles the Great aiftcrward forced theſe Churches to 


leave off the Ambreo/tan Service, ( tho in Millan it is uſed to this. 


day,) and to uſe all one form, that of Gregory. 
Now this Gregorzan form, 11mpoled for uniformity by Chard. M- 


 1sverbatim the lame with that now 1n uſe; as Pellarmin proves 
| wid. from Alcutuns. And others, who hving before 8cc. and in 


Charles the Great's time, writ /xpo/azrons on the Conon of the 


Mafe, as now 1t 1s. But no alteration of the dod7rime ( Deille Crith ) 


was before Boo. and Charles the Great and his Counci} ut F} arnch- 
fort aſſembled 794, who uſed this form, are reckoned by him or- 


thodox ; therefore allo it any change were made by G1&9ry, or 


the times after him, bctorc Charles, (of which for the Canon, | tind 
none alledged, ) pl thoſe times bezng or//hodox , 1t could be no 
change prejudicial to 7ruth, | Agaun 
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Again : The Gregorian Form, as now, agrees in the chief mat. 
ters with that form tet down by S. Ambroſe, de ſacram.4. L. 5,;6.c 
expretied alfo by Mr. Blond. in the Margent 21. c. Therctore Bel. 


larmin 1n 2. de Miſſa 23, 24. c. julkities many things objeCted 


again{t the modern Canon, by ſhewing them to be 1n that ſet down þþ 
by S. Ambroſe 200 years before Gregory : and this form again S. Am. 


broſe alledgeth ex antigno ritu Eicleſiz. Accordingly theſe men 
alto feem to juſtify the preſent Caron of the Haſs, 1t 1t be rightly 
underſtood. See Mr. Zlondel's concluſion, after he hath com. 
mented on the meaning of the modern Canon, 2#' y az'-1/ (faith he) 


en tout cela, gui ne S accorde, a Þ eſcriture, au ſens, a la raiſon, Gy au 


Zeſmonaige de Þ Antiquite, cap.21. p.453- And p. 457. he faith $, 
Gregory's Liturgy 1s en [ubſtance une meſme formulatre avec celuy, 
gut eft en uſage entr' en. | 


So Dr. F7e/d being engaged in the maintaining that Propoſition, Þ 
| That the Church before Luther, tho of the Roman profeſſen were 


of the Proteſtant Religron | (excepting ſome only, that then main- 
tained the modern Popery) juſtifies the Canon allo, then and now 
uſed: even thoſe paſſages thereof; of praying for the dead. and 
thoſe words in this prayer, des lis locum refriger, lucis, go pacis: 
and, of the commemoration of Saints, and that clauſe 1n 1t, quorum 
merits, precibuſgue concedas, ut in omuibus protections the munia 
mr auxiho, (which merits, methinks, he interprets very well and 
orthodoxly,)and thus concludes his diſcourſe concerning it:<Ir ap- 
Peareth by that which hath bin ſaid, that the Canon X the af 
*r1ghtly underſtood, hath not, includeth not in it, any ſuch points 
of Romiſh religion, as ſome 1magin ; but in ſandy, yea in «/l the 


*capital differences between ws and hems of the Roman tation, wit- 


*nefleth for #5, and againſt hem. Append. toj3. 1. 220, 221. &c. Is 
it not lawful then, now as heretofore, for a Proteſtant in _ 
ro frequent the Roman Service, eſpecially the Maſs, and then to 


adore &c, tor 1o did their Anceſtor--Proteſtants before Luther's 


time? for all did ſo. And if it be ſaid, that ſo we muſt now live 


- under an obligation alſo to the Corr. 7rident. lo did they to the 


S XXX YIIL 


Laterm &c, after the tour fir/t Councils; or it not they to hoſe, 
why we more to ths ? 


By this I think a Chriſtian may take the doctrines about this 
ſubject, which he finds 1n the Fathers before 700, or in the Canon 
of the aſs, for authentical ,- and may rationally adhere to them; 
and that this Caugr much tayours the Roman opuon , we have 

| lome 
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ſome prejudice, in that whilſt others urge many arguments out of 


Þit, for their own ſide, againſt the other ; yet, they only, whom we 
ſay it confutes, retain 1t entire : and thole,whom, as they plead, it 


favours ſo much, have rejected 1t. 


| | "I | 
Now let us come to the 7/me, when, after long peace 1n the 


Church about this fnatter, controverſy began firlt to appear in 
the world, concerning the doctrine of the Zacharift; which by 
all both Romanifts and Proteſtants, is agreed to be after 4. D. 
"50. in-the time of the Council of Conſtantinople allembled by 


| Conftaninus Coprouymus,and of the 24. Nucene Council that follow- 
 edafter Copronymeas's deceaſe. At that time, the conteſt about the 


lewfulneſs of {mages m Churches &c (which were then very fre- 
quent) beg on toot, this Conftantinopolitan Council called toge- 


| ther by the Zrperonr, who vehemently oppoſed mages, amonglit 


other things, declared ; "That they acknowledged only one true ve- 


 nerable [mage of _ choſen by him to perpetuate his memory 
ys 


amongft us &c, namely, that of the Zucharif?, See 2. Conc. Nic. 
AF.6. tom.3. and what I have faid of it before. 


Theſe expreſſions falling from this Council concerning the Zu- 
chariſt, were preſently reſented and oppoſed, ftrit by Damaſcen, 
then by 2. Concrl. Nice, called the 7th General Council, aflembled 
not long after the other ( Coprouymus being now dead) under the 
Empreſs /rene - who, againlt the other, urged, That our Sauzzur 
lad not, Suite, edite 1mazinem corports mei, but, Acciprte, edi- 
te, Hoc oft corpus meum; and aftirmed, weaue Dominium, neque 


| Apoflolos, neque Patres, imcruentum riud Sacrificium, guod a Sacer- 


avte _—_— mmaginem, dixiſje, poſt ſanttificatianis conletrationem, 
(but the conſecration by them probably 1s imagined to extend be- 
yond the words of 7r/t;tutin, ſee before. ) verum ipſum" cor- 
pus &y ſanguinem + and accuſed the former Council of contradict- 
ing it ſelf ; munc quidem ſanffum ty notabile noftrum ſacrificrum 
maginem ſacri corporis Chrifti, nunc autem facrum & droimntum cor- 


pus aſſerentes. 


This Council in the Zaft, was then oppoſed again by the Councii 
at Franckfort aſſembled by Char/es the Great 1n the Yet ; which. 
Council mainly diſliking mages, and ſceing (as Dr. 7 «//or conje- 
cures) that if the Sacrament were an [mage then it migat be 


lawful to give revereuce and worſhip to ſome {mazes, (which argu es. 
ic 
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the practice then of worſhjp:ng the Sacrament) took part in this 
thing with the Conc. Ac. tho tn other things they oppoſed it, and 
cenſured the Conſftantmopolitan expreſiions of the ZEAucharif, 


muchwhat in the {ame language, asthat of NVzce did. Sec Þlondel 


I7. CPag. 41T. R. 


Here you ſee the controverſy ; and it,not fo much about ſa. 
Rantial conver /zon of the elements,as about the real or ſub/tantzal pre. 
ſence of Chrilt's very hoay ; denied by the Conftani#mopolitan Coun: 

c1l, (if that of Nice perhaps m1ſ-underſtood them not ;)) afticm'd by 
Nice and Franckfort. The mnovation of Doctrine, *ſaith the Roma. 


#i/t,began in the Conft.Council: (Primi(faith BeMarm.)gu veritatem | 


corporrs Domini in Euchariſtia in quaſtionem vocabant erant iconoma- 
chi &c. de Euchar. 1.4.1.c.)* ſaith the Proteftant, begaSin 2.Conc. 
Nic.by Damaſcen,and others ; ſee B/ondel 15.c. But as for the Conc. 
Francf. he contends, that tho it was dangerous in its expre//tons, 
yet, was in its opzu70ns orthodox ; and 1inveighed againſt that of 


Conſtant. upon a mi{-underſtanding of their meaning. To refle# | 


a little upon this matter; you may obſerve, 1. Firft, that the 
Conſtant. conc. tho ſpeaking lomewhat more diminutively of the 
Euchariſt than the other, yet ſeems ro ſay more than any Prote- 
ſtant will allow, as 1s ſhewed before. 

2/y. That 1t was an Aſſembly of Biſhops, called together by 
that Zmperonr that cauſed the Patriarch of Conſtantinople to be 
{courged; aflented to by no Patriarch : which thing is. objected 
_ it by the Conc. Ace, Afe.6. tom.1. 1 theſe words; Quom- 

o autem magna & untverſalis, in quam neque omnes conſenſerunt, 
& religuarum Eceleſtarum prafetti non admiſerunt, ſed anathemate 
eam devoutrunt ? Non habuit —_— (ut hec gue nunc celebra- 
tur) Romanum Papam, neque Hits Saceravtes, neque per Vicar is, 
negue per provinciales literas, quemadmodum fieri im Synod!s debet. 
Qurnetiam negue concordantes habuit Orientis Patriarchas ; Alexan- 
armum, mguam, Anutwehenum, & urbis ſant.c ſummos Pontifices, 
neque cum illis etiam myſtas Gy ſacerdotes. 

Thus Conc. Nice. Bur the fame things are affirmed by the hiſto- 
r1ans of thoſe times ; as alſo, that this Copronymnus was oppoled 
for demoliſhing 7mages in Churches by the Con/tan7inopolitan Pa- 
triarch, whom he ſhametully abuſed ; and his Father To 1ſaurus 
excommunicated for the ſame cauſe by Gregory the 3d, Biſhop of 
Rome. Betides this, to leſſen the eſteem which may be had of it 
by the reformed, I might name the 15. and 1-. Canons thereol. 
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Whereof the 15th runs thus, 57 guzs non confiretur (anttam ſoon. 
per Virgmem Mariam guavis viſihili &p mvuiſtbili creatwma ſuperio- 
rem, & cum ſincera fide ejus inter:eſſiones, tauguam qug libertatemn 
apud eum, qui ex ſe genitus eft, Deum habeat, non poſtulaverit ; Ana- 
thema. And the 17th Canon not unhke, S; guis ſanifforum gc. 
--interceſſiones non petterit, utpote gui libertatem apud Deum ha- 
beant, ſecundum Fccle/iafticam Traditionem, pro mundo interyenire ; 
Anathema. Which Canon, tho 'tis noted by the Second Azcene 
Council ( 4. 6., Tom. 6. po? hanc editionem ſuam, &ygc.) to have 
been left. out in ſome later Copies of the Acts of this Council 


| (thoſe times growing on after this Synod from oppoſing of mages 


to deſtroying of. Re/rgues, and denying of Saints [uterceſſuns ( a 


-Þ thing not dijallow'd by the Reform'd,) and of calling them alſo by 


the name of Sazrzs | See the Authors quoted by Mr. Meade, Avs- 
flaſte of later times, p. 131,135, rc. |) tho. the Councilis clear'd 
trom any ſuch Decrees, both by Mr. Meat, p. 137, and by the 
whole Body of their Ads examined by the Second Aicene Coun- 


| ci], their ſevere Antagoniſts ; Yet it is clear, that it was one of 


the ultimate Definitions of that Council, ſince 1t 1s found, not 
in. the firſt framing only (as Mr. Mede would have it, p. 135.) 


| but 1n that firſt Edition of their Acts, which was ſubſcribed by 
| all the Council ( as appears in the Concluſion of A. 6. 7 om. 6. 


of the Second Conc. Nic.) and which accordingly the A'rcene 
Council undertook to refutey as not the firſt Draughts, but the 
Ratifhed Adts of that Synod. 

3. That the Council which revers'd its Do&rine of the Eu- 
charift, was General, and Confirm'd by all the Patriarchs. 

4. And laſtly, That the Council of /ancfor? alfo, tho it nught 
in ſomething miſtake the meaning of the Council of Conſtantr- 
nople ( for which I will not contend with Mr. £/onudel; tor lo 
perhaps did they of Ace roo nuſunderſtand it, ) yet peruling the 
Doctrine of Ace, Cenſures not 1t at all, a far greater (11 an) 
error ; but almoſt in the ſame phraſe with it, Blameth the other 
of Conſtantinople, ſaying , The myſtery of the Body and Blood of 
our Lord was not now to be call d Imago, but Veritas ; uot Um- 
bra, b## Corpus. | ; 

Which word, and other exprellions, that they 1mported not 


leſs than thoſe of MAzce, may be ſhrewdly pretum'd from Mr. | 


Blonael's Conceſlion (c. 18. p. 415.) That within a few ems 
after this Council follow'd a Change in the Euchariit-Doctrine 
in the Welt ; a change, 7.e. to this Tenent of Cyrporas preſence. 

Now 


I12t 
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Now all thoſe things well weigh'd, let any one qudg between the 

+ 293" om way Council, and thoſe two that follow'd, who are 

more likely to be the Innovators : or whoſe Deternunation a 

good Subject of the Church, not ſo able in ſuch high Myſteries to 

* guide himſelf, ought rather to adhere and ſubmit to. 

$ XL. Now to go on : This opinion of Damaſcen and the Conncil of 
The ſtate of Nice, hath been owned, and embraced ever 1ince, even to this 
the Greek day, by the Gree& Church, without any oppoſition to 1t ; and 
Church /mce that not only as being theirs, but the Tenent alſo of all the 
theſe Conn- Greek Fathers betore this Councll, which alfo are frequently by 
Cils. them quoted for it. See this confeſs'd by Mr. B/onde/ c.16. p.3 99, 
Their adhe- 400. Le Concile de Nice 2. a impoſe une tacite oy aux Grecs pv. 
rence ever flerieurs ; gui ont juſgues a nos jours revere ſes decrets de parter a 
mce tothe ja mode; gy de renoncer ( fo he 1s pleaſed to ſay, but they pretend 
Dettrine of the contrary) en i1mitant ſes fautes, att ftyte de la plas venerable 


Nic. Conc.2 antiquite. And then he reckons up their Writers fince ( both an- | 


cienter, and more modern ) concurring in this opinion ; naming 
amongſt the ancienter, 7 heophyla&# and Euthymius. See Sanays 
Weſt. Retr. > 233, 234. who confefleth the Greeks to agree wath 
the RomaniFts 1n 7 ranſubſtantiation, Sacrifice, and the whole Body 
of the Maſs. | 

See Dr. Potter, Char. Mift. ſee?. 7. p. 225. where he ſaith, In 
the opinion of Tranſubſlantiation, the later Greeks ſeem to agree 
with the RomaniFts; and juitifieth what he ſaith by many quo. 
tations in the Margent. See Forbes 4. 1. Cc. 4 . 2. who himfelf 
oppoling Tranſubſtantiation, yet, after many Authorities igiven, 
concludes that Seftion, Certum ef? recentiores Gracos a Tranſub- 
Rantiationts opinione non fuſe, neque 'ettammums:eſ/e, omnino alienos; 
boſce autem omnes Chriſtiane fx cultores, hareſeos aut erroris 
exitialts dammare, magne profetto audaciae ty temeritatis'efſet. So 1.2. 
c. 2. /. 14. Gra: Venetns uviventes gy reliqui omnes 'Graci, etiam 
edorant Chriſtum 1m Enchariſtia, &y quis auſit omnes hos Chriſtians 
idololatriee arceſſere fy damnare? 

To give you ſome of the Gravian exprefſions ſince this Coun- 
ct]. See Theophylat?, (who liv'd in the Ninth Ape ) in «Mar. 26. 
Noun enim dixit, Fc eft Figura, fed hoc eft Corpus, imeffabili enim 
operatione transformatur, etiamyi nobis videatur pants. And un 1 Cor. 
11. expounding thoſe words, #07 dijudicans Corpus Dommz , he 
faith, 57 cer/tores effemns quiſnam ty quantus 'fit itle qui nobis im 
conſpef?n adjacet, 2.6. in Altari, nulla ferme rei alterius ope indige- 
remus, (x. So ſpeaks Orcumenius on the ſame place, * pe 

ths 
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Euthymius in Mat.26. Quemadmodum ſupernataraliter a/ſumptam 
carnem deificauit, ft ita lbgut heat ; ita ty hac ineffabiliter trauſmre. 
tat in ipſum vivificum corpus ſuum.---See the Anſwer of the Gre- 
cians to the Cardinal of Gzife, quoted before, and by Plondel 
p.4<c. and the Anſwer of Zeremah, Patriarch of Conſtantinople, 
to the Zutherans (who 1n their beginnings ſought the ſupport 


| of the Greczan Communion, c. ro.) which Anſwer alſo may ſhew 
them, in the arzer of Chrilt's preſence to differ, as from the 


Catuini/tical, ſo: allo from the Lutheran Tenent; Multa in has 
parte de nobis referuntur, gue nobis nullo patto prohart poſſunt. Er. 
ceſre 1g1tur ſantte illud judicium eF, in ſacra cana, poi? conſecratio- 
nem, panem mn liud ſum corpus Feſu Chriſti, vinum inillum ſanoni- 
nem viriute Spiritus ſantt tranjire ty immutart.---\on tanguam co - 
pus iHkud [ ir tran/latum de celo iterum deſcendat ( blaſphemwn 
enum hoc eſt, ) ſed ----transformatis oy tranſmutatis gratia Spiritus 


| ſan&?1 gp ejuſaem inrvocatione ſpeciebus,---ipſo quidem pane mn verum 


corpus Domm, vino autem m verum ſangumem tranſennte off immu- 
tato. Again, ---tHud ipſum verum corpus Chrifti ſub ſpectebus fer- 
mentati panis centmetur. Tis plain here, that as they hold cor- 
poral preſence, ſo not by way of Conſubſtantiation, but Tranſmuta- 
Hoe. | 

As for thoſe paſlages in the /lorentime Council, between the 
Greeks and Latms about this point, as 1t 1s there nam'd, de druma 
pants tranuſmutatione, (which the Pope was ſo earneſt to have 
had then accorded between them ; but the Grec:ans, much worlſted 
in the Controverſie concerning 4 F7/zoque, had no mind to enter 
into any further Diſputes, ) 1t was not whether this 7ranſmutation 
was, or after what manner it was, but by what words, or 1n what 
place of the Prayers it was made ; as appears by thoſe words 1n 
that Council, following the Pope's propolal,--de Panis autem trans- 
mutatione Latints quarentibus cur Gra poſt Dommica verba--< ACCt- 
pite fy» manaucate gyc. quibus verbis Sacramentum confict dicitar, 
hac etiam utuntur oratione---o& fac panem quidem hunc FHonorabile 
corpus Chriſti tui gyc. ex ſantto tuo Spiritt trauſmutante: Refpon- 
derunt Greci gy. Alter which 1t follows, 9#/bus quidem quatuor 
queftionibus difſolutis ; theretore that which was propolcd in the 
tourth Queſtion, was in this their Anſwer ſpoken to ; but they 


_ only .anſwer'd concerning this matter of the words of Conlecra- 


tion ; afterward the ſame Queſtions being repropounded, its {:1d, 
they anſwer'd to the fourth as before. Yet this anſwer being even 


only by ſome particular perſons ſent to the Pope, "tis {aid, tht 
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after this their anſwer, Summus Pontifex petiit, ut de divina panis 
tranſmutatione, gue quidem guarta quaſtio furt, im Synodo ageretur ; 
as likewiſe he deſired afterwards that they would treat of the three 
re/t,and leave out 7hat,calling it amongſt the reſt gue/tiuncala,which 
he would not have ſaid, had the Greeks denied 7ranſmuration. 1 
have inſiſted the longer on this paſlage, becauſe ſome have ſo mil. 
taken it, as to think 7ranſmutation, as aftirmed by the Romaniſts, 
ſo denied by the Greeks; whenas amongſt many errors by the 
Greeks 1mpurted to the Roman Church, yet none #bout the Zucha- 
rift was ever objected. 


Now conſider, 1f Tranſub/tantiation , or ſubſtantial converſion, 
were an /2novarion brought into the Church about the Conc. Za- 
zeran, under /{unocent F or, as ſome ſay, later ; How comes 1t to 
paſs, that we find the /amze opinion, or, if any difference, an opt- 
nion ſeemmgly as much or more abſurd, in the Greek Church al. 
ſo, who are not diſcovered to have had any controverſy about 
the Euchariſt amonglt themſelves, ſince that 77, which "was the 
laſt General Council that they allow of. See Conc. Flor. 6.ſef. 
Nor could receive any mnfedion from the WeFern Church, after 
the breach made between the two Churches; which began not 
long after the 2. /Vic. Conc. 1n the 97h age, and was at its height 
in the 1174. age, long before the Lateran Council. 


Thus much of the Greet; now to ſee what was done in the 
I/Vejtern Church. Here, after the firſt agitation and ſtirring of 
the doctrine of the Zuchar;t by the Councils of ConFftantinoph, 
Ace, and Franckfort, arole ſome queſtions and doubts about it, and 
began a more curious and parzcular inquilition to be made into 1t ; 
as (amongſt other things) /hether that which was received in the 
Enchariſt, was,or Was not, that very PBoay of our Saviour, which was 
born of the YVirgm Mary, and which ſuffered on the Croſs? tome 
then moving 9gue/t/ons about it, and doubting of, or allo denying 
It. 

For fet]ing mens minds : the firſt that T can find to have writ. 
ten more punctually on this ſubject, for the corpora/ preſence, 1s Paſ- 
chaſius, { of whom Belarm. ſaith, (de ſcriptor. Ecelefrabticrs,) Fic 
author primus fuit, qui ſerio fy copioſe ſcripſit de veritate corporis ty 


tanguims Domini in Euchariſtia, contra eos gui eam in dubium rev- 


carumnt; but of whom Blondel 18. c. ſaith, he was the tir{t in the 
Z/:4c;n Church that altered the dodFrime of the former times.) 
Againit 
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anis | Againſt him, and on the other fide, writ (ſaith Z/ondel ibid. and 
'ur ; (Dr. Tailor, p. 328.) Amalarius, and Rabanus, and Fohannes Scotus, 


Iree | Frigena, and Bertram - but the *Romanits, T think, acknowledge 
1ch | only Zohan. £772. (of whom Pelarm. faith, primus in Eccleſia La 

I Þ tina de hac re dubins ſcribere cepit, whoſe writings were alterwarcs 
mf. þ condemned in Conc. Yercellenſt, A Dom. toy0,, 165 years before 
ſts, © that of the Lateran,) and Bertram, (of whom Eftins ſaith, te#2 
the Þ admodum atgue 1d /ine ſucceſſu contra doftrinam Catholicam ſcribere 


cepit.) As for Amalarius and Rabanus, you may inform: your ſelf 
out of their writings (one writing e officrrs Eccle/aaſticis, the other 
de inſtitutione Clericorum,) concerning their opinion. 

Out of ,Amalarinus de Fecleſraft. offic. I. 3. 34.6. I find Bellarmin 


01, 
"4- Þ quoting theſe words for his fide : Fic credimus naturam ſim- 
to Þ} plicem pants o& vin mixti verti in naturam rationabilem, ſc. cor- 
pt- Þ poris & [angurnis Chriſti © And Archb. Uſher in Zeſ Challenge p.nx5. 
al- & making him by his doting queſtions (whart, after the eating there. 
ut Þ of, ſhould become of Chriſt's Boay,) the firſt occaſioner of the inno- 
he ÞÞ tatron n: he calls it) 1n the doctrine of the ZEuchari. Mean. 
/. Þ while his gue/tizons ſhew what opinton men had then, that they 
er þþ recerved the very Boay of Chriſt. 


But the two —_ it feems are Paſchaſirs and Bertram, which 
Bertram alſo had ſome followers, as elſewhere, ſo here, in Eng- 


writ the /fe of Odo, who lived in the 107h Age); Hoe fere tem- 


e Þf pore, 1.e. 2m Odo's, quidam Clericorum maligno errore ſedufti afſeve- 
f || rare conabantur, panem Gy vinum , qua in altari ponnntur poi? COM- 


ſecrationem, in priori ſub5tantia manere, Oy figuram tantummodl efje 
corporis © ſangumrs Chriſt: : and by the Saxon writings of LE 
frick, who Houriſhed 1n the latter end of the 1074 Age ; which: 
writings you may lee at largein Foxes Martyrol. Henr. 8. 1540, 
quoted by Dr. Tazhor p. 330. and by Archbiſhop Uſher, Jeſ. chall. 

. 77. who there ſhews many paſ/ages of his to be verbatim trani-. 
lated out of Bertram, whole expreſſions methinks are ſomewhar 
obſcure, of the -bread being rruly after its ha//orwwing turned. 
into. Chriſt's Body ghoſtly or ſpiritual, not into that 1n which 
he ſuffered, 

Afterward in the 117þ Age, when rhe opinion oppoſing corpo-- 
ral preſence, as 1t was never very openſy maintained, fo uw was: 
almoſt Iaid aſide, and ſunk of it felt, without the mterdi# of any 
Council, appeared HSerengarins, a ſtout reviver and open ave7tcr 


of it; whoat fir{t is ſaid to have held thy orcs Hoay preſent in 
tie 


JMI 


Imd; as appears by what Osberz ſaith, (who in Lanfranck's time. 
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the Euchariſt, only ut res /ignificata in ſuo /igno, but preſſed by 


many adverſaries, and much perſecuted tor his doe7rme, was af 
terwards brought to recant it, and to acknowledge a real corpord 
preſence. But then preſently began to be agitated ew controver 
fies about this real preſences; whether it was togerher With the 
bread alſo remaining entire and unchanged? and what mutarion th 
Elements underwent by conſecration? When aroſe ſome who may. 
tained only a conjunt77on of Chriſt's body with the bread; others ; 
kind of /mpanazion of Chrilt, of which ſomething 1s ſaid betore; 
2101 guia pants vertarur in caruem Domini, ſed quia afſumatur a ver. 
bo; ex quo ſequitur panem efje corpus Chriſti, ſed non humanum, nequ 
carneum, ſed panaceum., & longe diverſum ab illo quod de LVirgin 
Sſumprum eff. Fee duo corpora poſſe tamen dic unum, 7uia ui 
Chriſtus et gui utrumgue afſumpſit. Others there were, that hell 
a mutation only of part. of the bread into Chriſt's body, namely 
that portion received by the worthy communicant, not the "of 
leſt the wicked alſo might ſeem to partake of it, which they 
theught moſt improbable. 


Of ſome of theſe opinions are named to be Berengarins hin. 
ſelf, after his fir/? recantation, or at leaſt ſome of his Fofowers ; of 
ſuch.alſo Rypertus, and others ; and perhaps ,//fr:ick (mentioned 
before) might have ſuch conceit of /mparation. And Mr. Bm 
acl (in his 16. and 19. chapters) would perſwade us, that this alfo 
was partly the opinion both. of Damaſcen and Paſchaſius, and 0 
thers of the former times. 

Oppaſites to all theſe tenents, and to the.maintainers of them, 
were Lanfrank Archbiſhop of Canterbury, Guitmundus, Algerus, 
_—_— the wrzers following thoſe times, Anſehn, Peter 
Lombard, Bernard, Fluzo, and Richardus de Sanito YVitfore, &c, who 
all writ before the Conncil of Zateran. By theſe oppe/it Authors 
above-named 1s every corner of the ancient Fathers writings 
fought into; the ſame places then quoted, as now they are by the 
Romaniſts and Proteſtants; one ide preſſing much their words ol 
miraculous change &c. The other, thoſe of 7mage, 7ype, figure, &c, 
and the ſame anſwers as zow, returned then by both ſides. It you 
pleaſe to look into PeHarmm's 2d. book de Euchariſt. he often 
makes uſe of the an/wers of theſe ancient Authors, to what 1s urg- 
ed by the Proteſtants : and ſaith, if they bring the arguments of 
their Forefathers, Pertram, Berengarius, &c, we return the an- 


twers of ours, Paſchaſiusgd{gerus, &. Amongſt theſe difputes a 


corporal 


the Churches peace and quiet, have bin 1n ſevera 
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corporal preſence, and alſo a ſubſtantial converſion of the elements, 

evailing; yet ſome (again )there were alſo that allowed ſuch a 
cnver/ion 1n the form of bread only, not the matter + Du- 
raud's opinion , and ſome others, afhrmed e contra a change 


of the mazter, but not of the form; which opinions were oppoſed 


by the ordinary {tream of writers. 


Now as theſe con7rover/res arole, or grew to any height, ſo ſeve- 


ral Counczls ſince Nicer. 2. for the fetling and preſerving of 
[ Ages atlem- 

bled. The corporal preſence was decided againſt Berengarins by 
ſeveral Councils (ſee P/ond. 20.c.) betore that of Lateran un- 
der [nnocent 3. A ſubſtantial converſion of the elements determined 
by the Zateran (whether alſo by thoſe before it, more anon,) and 
many others following it: A converſion of the whole ſub/ance of 
them ſtared more expreſly in the 7ridentine Council. Notwith- 
ſanding which Sy7odal determmations from time to time, there 
have not wanted thoſe ſucce//tvely, who have taught contrary to 
their decrees. See Blond. 20. c. P. 441. as Petrus Bruce, and Hen- 
rus his diſciple,'Petrus Waldo trom whom the Yale-rſes and 
Abizenſes, John Wicklif, PR Hus his diſciple followed 
notan this point,) gc: but theſe very rare; and their diſciples 
noſt-what ſome wv/zar, not the regex until the times of Zazher. 


Now concerning this narration of the paſ/azes of the times \. XLIIT. 
Refle&tions 
1. That tho the other dofrine was much eaſilier credible, as 4297 7he for- 


nore agreeing to humane reaſon, yet that, that of Paſchaſins and = 7 TOT'Ss 
» £10F. 


I. Corporal 


ad this not only after, but before, and when Paſchaſas writ; See Preſence ther 
vhat he ſaith 6. de verb. mmſ/tit. Sacramenti. ---Auamus ex hoc gui- The Commen: 


efter 2. Conc. Nice, and that of Franckfort, oblerve 


his followers was the common, and the moſt prevalent, not only 


mthe Zaftern (ſhewed before,) but alſo in the #eFtern Church : 


27 


dam ae 1gnorantia errent, nemo tamen et adhuc mm. aperto qui hoc (1.c. P1140 


Chrift's corporal preſence 1n the Eucharilt) 272 &//e contradicat, gud 
lotus orbes credit (fy Confiretur. | 


For Paſchaſins writ before exther Zohan: Erigena, or Bertram - 
nd when Yerram writ otherwiſe, 1t was ce admodum G& [ine 
/ucceſ/u, as E/tius notes of him. And Oſher? (quoted before) faith 


only, Q:dam Clericorum ſedufti &c. And this more appears, 1n 
tat, when Zerengarius afterward ſhewed himſelf afrefh for rnar 
opt. 
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opinion, all the Churchgovernours unanimouſly re/ited him ; fo 


that there is not one Biſhop found to have conſented to his op. 
nion, and the Authors who oppoſe him much obje& the /ergular;. 
ty of his tenent to him. Guitmund. ,.. Notiſſumum eſt hoc tem. 
pore , priuſquam Berengarius mfaniiſſet , hujuſmodi veſanias nu. 
guain fiifſe. ---And Lanfranckin his /aft Book againſt him : Luter. 
roza unterſos, gui Latine linguz noftrarumvue literarum notitian 
ferceperunt ; mterroga Gracos, Armentos, feu cujuſlibet nationts gu. 
cangue Chriſtianos,uno ore hanc fidem (which he naintained aguul 
Berengarius) ſe teftavuntur habere : and he himſelf (as Lanframt 
TCPOTTs of him) called the opinion oppolted by him, ſen/entian 
une. 


The Z7;/torians likewiſe of thoſe times relate Berengarius his 
as a new and /mgular tenent. See W. Malmsbury , 3.1. de geſtis 
2/orum. Oblerve likewiſe , that no Councils, after Nzce ani 
Franckfort, determining any thang 1n this point, for the ſpace f 
about 300 years before the times of Perengarius, argues th: 
Church not much afflited with gper contentions in this matter: 
that when they did derermine any thing, it was not before thu 
the Fathers, by ſeveral writers pro and cor, had bin much ſearchet 
and examined : that tho many Councils called about 1t, yet they 
differed not in their zudements, but exattly agreed one with and. 
ther, and ſtill condemned the {ame fide, without its finding a par 
ty (tho ſmaller) in any of them to patronize it. 


2. Obſerve; that there 1s granted a ſu/{anrial preſence of Chrilt; 


All Councils body with the ſymbols ( which (as I have often faid) is the main 
fince the 2d. huſineſs to be agreed upon by all theſe Authors and Councils) 
of Nice una- before the Lateran Council : fo that tho ſome conteſt there maj 
nimouſly ae- he between the Lutheran and Catholick about the perſwaſions 
ceding corpo- theſe times concerning /mpanation, and the remarning of bread 
ral preſence in part at leaſt after conſecration; yet none can there be betweet 


avrth the 
ſymbols. 


the Cahuinift and Cathohick concerning thoſe times holding corps- 
ral preſence with the ſymbols, and conſequently concerning Adr 
ration; for this the Cakmiſt muſt grant to be the pudement 0 
theſe Writers and Councils above-named, beginning at Vzce un- 


fl] the Lateran. 


2. Ob 
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3. Obſerve, that whereas Mr. Blondel in c. 16, 19, 20. p. 297, 
431, 441, athrms both Damaſcen and Paſchaſius , and the other 
Authors, that held corporal preſence till the beginning of the 
12th Age, and Counclls, tall the Zateran, not to have held Tran- 


uy ſubſtantiation, ov ſubſtantial converſion of the elements, but only 


a certain 2170 Or 7dentity between them remaining ſtill in their 
former ſubſtance, and the natural body of Chrift, by the znhabita- 
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And that 
not by Way 
of Impanas 
t109,9s5 Blon. 
afjirms of 


the former 


tion of the Deity m, or 11s aſſumption of them, which he calls par? of thoſe | 
mpanation: There are many things which to this may be re- 7imes. | 


pled. 


1, Tf it were as he faith, yet ſince it warrants the main bu- 
fineſs of corporal preſence wich the Symbols, and Adoration, what 
relief can Mr. Bhndel's or the Proteſtant-cauſe receive thereby ? 
Again, ſince ſuch 7mpanation differs very much from the Zathe- 
ran Conſubſtantiation ; (ſee what Blhondel confeileth to this pur- 
pole p. 4.36, and 400. And 1t 1s clear enough alſo from Paſeha. 
ſims his aſſertions ſet down by Z/lonael p. 423, which no Luthe- 
ran will ſubſcribe to ;) and it 1s a tenent, 1t well confider'd, much 
more abſurd than that of /ub/tantial converſion, or Tranſubſtantia- 
tion, ( which he ſaith ſucceeded it in theſe later times;) as 1t 
making Chriſt to have 7wo bodtes by union hypoſtatical ; one Car- 
mewn, 1n his aſſuming hxmanity ; and another Panacenm , in the 
Sacrament: And theſe wo bodzes again zdentified by the ſame 
Perſon of the Deity preſent to both, &yc. ( ſee it examin'd by Bel. 
larmine, as one Rupertus his opinion 1n the 12th Age, and the 
abſurdities thereof diſplay'd in /. 3. de Euch. c.11, 15.) I ſay, that 
to you ſuch to have been the opinion of Antiquity , which 
makes as much againſt Proteflants as the preſent doth, and 1s 
more 2ucommodions than the preſent, doth not only no way pa- 
tronize their cauſe, but alſo help to excuſe their Adverſary. 

2. Aleerus, one of Berengarins his Oppoſites ( 1n his firſt Book 
de Sacr. c. 6.) calling it novam here/in ſuo tempore exortam toy ab- 
ſurdiffimam, and there conteſling it: This argues 1t very unlikely 
to have been the common opinion until his Age, as 1s athrmd; 
unleſs we will make him miſtake the 9pinzor of thoſe Writers 
and Councils immediately before him. 

3: Tho Mr. Z/onde! doth not, yet Dr. Taybr acknowledgeth 
concerning Paſchaſius in particular, that he he/d and wrt for a 
ſubſtantial change ; lee p.328. And _— Mr. Zlondel's quo- 
tations out of Paſchaſias p. 423, with thoſ&p. 432, I ſee not any 
thing brought, to prove the contrary. Biſhop Forbes /. 1. c. +: ſte 

& | 


aith, 
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ſaith, Bertram in his Preface clearly affirms, that forme 1n his 
time held that which is ſince call'd Tranſub/tantiation. Who 
could this be, but Paſcha/tus, and others, whom he oppoſed? 
4+ Again, The expreſflions of theſe Aughors,who are {aid to hold 
no {ub/lantial conver/ion of the bread, &yx. are ordinarily ſuch as 
theſe : Damaſcen. Panis yvinumpne per muxcationem to adventum 
Sprritus ſan? ſupernaturaliter tranſmutantur 2x corpus & ſangni. 
vem Chriſti, &y non ſunt duo, ſed unum & idem.---Paich. Zicet fi 
gura pants &y vini hic ſit, omnino nihil aliud quam caro Chrifti & 
Janguis pot conſecrationem credenda ſunt , ( ſee many more g& 
ther'd by Bel. de Each. L ;.c. 20. which 1t will be tedious here 
to ſet down.) Now theſe expreſſions ſhew them to have held a 
converſion or tranſmuration,beyond Conſub/tantiation , wherein the 


element becomes not locally yoind, but the ſame with Chrilts | 


boay ; and if perhaps they { or ſome of them) by ſuch axpeeyon 
ſhould not have zntended ſuch a conver/zon of the bread, as that 
othing thereof ſhould afterwards remarn, but a conver/zon into 
Chrilt's body only in Rupertas his ſenſe, gma per hypoſtaticam 
anionem fit corpus Chriſti, as Bellarmin interprets him 1n his Re. 
cognitions ; yet it ſeems plain, that they. held ( beyond the tenent 
of the Lutherans) ſuch a phy/tcal change 1n the ſubſtance and 
nature thereof, as that. 1t could not afterward be truly calld 
bread; tho ſome diverſity of phraſe there might be, 1n whe? no 
Conncil had yet ſo any bo. decided. 

5- And this 1s more confirm'd by the Opinion of the Gree&Church; 
who, if Damaſcen and the Nrcene Council, whom they follow, 
held no conver/ron of the Bread in its nature or ſubſtance, how 
confe they to ho/7 7 ?. and about 7ran/ub/tantiation, tonouriſh no 
Hfference at all with the Latms ? See the quotations ' before. 
Surely, in that Antwer they gave to the Cardinal of Gz:/e (quo. 
ted in Blondel p. 400.) where they ſay, neither /abffamce nor 
accidents of Bread to remain, but all to be. zranſelemented into 
the ſubſtance Divine, ſome change they would intimate much divers 
from the Znutheran { with whom they could not agree in this 
pornt ) and not much abhoring from the Roman Opinion : ex- 
ccpting onty that the Roman 1s the more mederate. 

As ior compariſon of Chriſt's prefence in the ZEacherift with 
that of rhe 7ncarnarion, and of the Druinizy, in ſuch manner in- 
tafing i ſelf into the Fread, as once into our 1\arare, found in 
theſe Authors, as hkewtfe in the Fathers; either they meant 
only, that the read an this rmfr/tou was turn'd þy the Divine 

Om- 
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Omnipotence into the Zord's Body ( as the Catholict's (ay ) 
or fomething more groſs; if they held the Deity thus to con- 
tract 2 new —_— uni with*the Bread, whereby it pro- 
periy becames his Foay : So that the crime, that their poſterity 
in this 1s accuted of, will bc only, that they are /eff abſard than 
- Anceſtors. Thus much for thoſe Authors before the 12th 

ge. 
Now, that the Councils (which were before the Lateran ) 
wherem Perengarius was Condemn'd, underſtood a ſub/tantial 
cawver/ron of the Bread in the Zucharift, notwithſtanding what 
Bloudel (arch (c. 29. p. 439, x.) I think is alſo plain enough. 
Is the Ramen Council Afembled an. 1 078. wherein Perengarins 
laſt recanted, the words are theſe: Zgo Perenzarims corde credo 


$ || peers re. —[ubſtanttaleter converti in veram fy propriam oy vivi- 


fikatricerms carnens Dom, gyc. In the former Roman Council, 
as. Lo6o. tho the words of the Recantation are, Ego Ferengarins 
anathematizo cam hareſm, que eftraere conatur panem poſt conſe- 
(ratronem [olummodo Sacramentum ( non verum corpus Domin! 
wr; Feſu Chriſti efje: Yet, that the Council meant the Pread 
to be Chriſt's Fogy, not whillt being, but by cea/ang.to be Þread, 
wethinks 15 ſufficiently vindicated by what Zanfranct ( one of 
it,) and Gu:71mMmund, and Av{chn ( contemporaries, ) ſay of this 
Council, as I find them quoted by ZeXarm. de Euch. / 3. 6:36 
--Lanfran. de Corpore Domini to Berengarins,--- Nicolaus Papa com- 
pertems te docere panem vinumque altaris poſt conſecrationem /ine 
material; mutatrone im priſtinis efſentis remanere oc. pracepit traat 
ſcripturam tibi; 7.e. the Recantation nam'd before. Guitmund 
[ 3. De Corpare Dom, ſpeaking of the ſame Council faith, 
Parem mm corpas Chriſt: j mans. Fs converti, non fſicut delirat 
Berengarins corporis Damm fignras tantum efje fy umbras, aut 
mira ſe lateutem Chriſftum tegere , untverſalis Eccleſia conſenſ/ione 
roboratum eft. Anſelne ( tho I grant, 'tis not nece//ary to underſtand 
this to be ſpoken of the former Council, notwithitanding ſemper 
abhorrat fome way involves 1t) Pars / —_— poſt conſ WO 
* altar: ſmpereſſe ſemper abhorruit pietas Chriſtiana, nuperque aam- 
Wau Rd iT. But uſe bn dyed = a years be- 


tore the Lateran Council. 

Beſides the force of thefe Teſtimonies ; 'tis not probable, that 
in the eighteen years ſpace that interceded berween theſe two 
Councils, the Judgment of the Church in the /azer ſhould be 1o 
much a/ter'd, and that without any #0z/e or oppoſition irom the 
farmer. S 2 4. Con- 
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$ XLVIIT. 4- Concerning theſe Councils, that have fo /tr:ly determin'd 

Comncils ex- the manner of corporal preſtnce ; which many _ men haye 

cuſable im Wiſhed that the Church had rather left undehn'd; permitting 

determina- to every one the liberty of their private conjecture, and only 

tion of the 1mpoling filence on all to forbear curious diſputes : Yet we may 

manner of conſider, That the ſame we ſay concerning this point of the Eu. 

Chriſt's pre- —_— is ſaid by Sectartes concerning Deciſions. of Councils in 

ſence in the any other point, wherein they differ from her Judgment. $» 

L£xchariſt, ſhe is (by leveral ) gn We | of, for her too much curioſity 

and mibualicy in the myſtery of the Trinizy; in her addition 

a Filiogue;, 1n concluding that hard and long-diſputed point of 
Rebaptization, Oc. | 

That not private men, but the Church her ſelf, 1s meeteſt to 

Judg what 1s fit to be determin'd or not determin'd by her. That 

curns diſputes may indeed eaſily be prohibited, but once on 4oot, 

w1ll never be actually laid, but itill multiply 1nto ew controwr. 


frees, till ſomething ( moſt probable) 1s ſetled by juſt Authority, 


That as there were then on foot ſome opinzons very deſtrudtne 
and diminutive to this ineffable Myftery, ( as Berengarims his firl 
Doctrine) ; ſo others again very extravagant, (as that of Zypoſta 
zical union of the Deity to a new Breaden Body.) That theſe 
Councils did no more in this, than other- Councils from time 
to time have done in very ſubtle ( only it much controverted) mat- 
ters ; in not /z/encing the Diſputants, but ( as became a Judg con- 
ding in the Zoly Spirit's affiſtance) determining the point as 
leemd to them ZrweFe. | | 

That theſe Councils 1n this point (after all things had. been 
for a —_ time more exactly debated, and /ifted, than in former 
Ages, before giving any ſentence thereon ) in their dec:/on fol. 
low'd the words of our Saviour, eMHaz.-26. 26. in their ſimpleſt 
meaning, and the commoneſt phraſe of the Writings of Anti- 
quity (tho ſome Fathers in their judgment perhaps p r'd from 
the reſt) 7. ec. conver/ton, or tranſmutation, taken in the ſtricteſt 
ſenſe. That, if we reſtrain the Church from determining any 
thine, where Scripture ſeems ambiguous ( tho the reftimony and 
expoſition of Antiquity perhaps in the ſame point 1s not 1o ) her 
geciſive Authority, 1n matters once controverted, will be made 
void; becauſe 10 often 1s Scripture armbiguons, re. (by ſeveral men 
{everally underſtood :) And in matters #07 controverted, tis need- 


icſs. 
That 


= 5-2-7 3-3-; 
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ng alſo follows A 
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That there comes no more Peace to the Church by ſuch a d- 
ition ; and no danger to Chriſtians from this thing defined, if 
an Error : | A—_— {till corporal preſence a truth, from which 
ration; | becauſe 'tis only a purely ſpeculative mi. 
flake, and no point of pradzice depending on it. Laſtly, That in 
the general acknowledgment of ſo much obſcurity and uncompre- 
dentdleneſs of this myFery, as the Church hath ff /;2h7 to judg 
of the exa&? manner thereof, gc. ſo have others /eff grounds to 
contradict her Judgment, 


As for her _— it an Article of Faith now, which was not 
ſo heretofore; whach 1s much objeted by ſome Reformed; ( ſee 
Chemnitins quoted before. ' Sed quia tranſubſtantiatio (faith he) 
pro articulo fidet ſub pana anathematis proponitur neceſ/ario contra- 
dicendum eſt, gy. See Dr. 7 ayhor p. 331. Before the Lateran Coun- 
cil, faith he, Tranſubſtantiatio non fuit dogma fidei, as Scotus ſaith ; 
and how it can be afterward, fince Chriit is only the Author and 
finiſher of our Faith, and therefore all Faith was deliver'd fron 


the beginning, 1s a matter of higheſt danger and conſideration: 


Thus he.) I think it 1s ſufficiently anſwer'd, and the 9ffence 
thereof taken away, 1n my notes of nfa/{zb:/ity ; 1o that T need 
fay little here, 

- Only this. Firſt, They make this point of Tranſub/lantiation 
no more an Article of Faith, than their 6ther Decrees ; to whiclr 
they require af/ent under Anathema, as they do to this. For ex- 
ample : "Tis made no more an Article of Faztzh by them, than 
this 1s, De Bapr. Can. tr. Baptiſmum Fohannts non habere eandem 
vim cum heptifons Chriſti, But 1t the Church may not be per- 
mitted to make ( thus) new Articks of Faith, the may not, to 
make any new determination not formerly made ; nor to enjorrs 
people ro belzeve or afjent to any thing which formerly was n0s 
enjoin'd nor believ'd. 

| But to explain the buſineſs a little : We muſt know ; Thar alt 
Divine Revelation, any thing in God's Word, whatever, 1s eo 
nomine an Article or pomt of Faith ; and that as Article of Faith 
is taken for dogma verum, and fo credible, for a divine truth which 
1s creditable, or which may be moſt ſurely believ'd. So what Dz. 
Tayhr faith is moſt true; ſuch it 1s, not only after Decreed by 
a Connc1], but at leaſt fo 7he ime of our Saviour and the 
Apoltles; and nothing at any time ( thus) an Article: of Farthy 
which 1s not ſo always. And 7hzs, far doubtleſs was it from 
Seotus his thought, That 71 anſubſtantiation at the Lateran Couns 
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cil began to be a divine Zruth, when it was not ſo before. . But 
as Article of Faith 1s taken for dogma necef/ario credeudum, tor a 4. 
vine truth neceſſary, when known to be fo, to be believd, or w 
0Þp0S5'd: So a dtuine trath may be an article or obje# of my Fatti 
to day, which was nat yeſterday. So he, who ( by what mean 
ſoever) knows that ſomethivg 1s faid in Scripture, which he 
knew not yelterday, may be {ard to have to day a new arzzcle of 
his Fazth, or a new port no way to be oppoſed or denied, but 
aſjented to, and behevd by him. 

When therefore a thing is faid ta be no dqgma fides before, 
and at fuch a tune to begn to be ſo, the meaning 15, That it y 
now a dogma figet, or objet? of Faith neceffary to be 6e4ev'd , which 
it was not before | necef/ary to be believd; | not for the mutt 
thereof ; as 1f the adZual &nowledg and faith thereof were abje 
tutely weceſjary to Salvation; thus a few poets only ( fome thn 
not. af} thoſe of the Creed) are necef/ary ; and nothing thus ws 
cefjary at any time, that is not always fo ; but neceſlary ex accidat 
tz, becauſe we have a ſufficient prepofa/ thereof, that it 1s a drum 
7ruzh. Not that the error 1n, or Znerarce of, ſuch a port, even 
after ſuch propoſal, doth derogate from our having abtolutely #6 
ceſſary faith, any more than 1t did before; nor that, 10 AR 


or 4://outing from it, we are mare defective in the veceffarity ſatvifs 


cal principles of divine 731474 ;, but that we are defeQtve in our obs 
dience to and acceptance of dzume truths made known to us by the 
Church, as ſome way conductble to Chriſtian edification, to the 
peace of the Church, or to ſome other good end. 
. _ = yn the _—_— to _ of — 15 not 
0 much ans W242 'O m, as the ne ng, co- 
tradid7mmg them, when made known to. us. Thar for exatte 
ple, ſhould any one, after the aejinzzion of the Tridentime Counchl 
thereupon, hold 7o4r's and our Saviour's Baptiim to have inevay 
thing the (are vittue and effe&; ſuch a one, whilſt not knowing 
this Jefenition of the Council, is excuſable tn. his exror, ſuppoſing 
2t be nog contracted from any careleſs wegleft : or tf it. be /o cou 
tracted, yet he 15 not guzity thereby of a point of zafidetty, as con- 
cerning nece//ary faith, but only of the ſin of negligence. 
Neither when the Church requires the behet of Franſubitan- 
t1ation, hence doth it follow, that ſhe faith, the behkef thereof is 
neceſſary to ſalvation ; but that ſhe thinks it fat, for ſome. good ends 
of Chri/tiaz edification, not to be oppoſed : and therefore Sarez his 
confelling, that to believe Tranſubſtantiation is not ſamply neceſſary 
to 
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## ſahvatron, quoted by Archbiſhop Zaaud p. 287. methinks well 
confiſts with the Church's determining 1t, tho the Archbiſhop, 
there, thinks according to the Roman principles it is otherwile, 
And, as BeHarmimn ſaith, there are many things in Scripture, 
which tho they are neceſ/ario credenda quia ſcripta ſunt, yet are 
not {cripta guia neceſſario credenda ; io may I ſay of Church-de- 

111091, 

Neither upon this may we collect, that ſhe 1s zyranncal in a- 
bridging the /zberty of mens gudgments, it the belief of the points 
ſhe de7ermins be not necefiary for ſalvation ; but only, if no way 
zall beneficial to be &own. For the wilful oppo/erg of which, if 
ye afterwards incur her Avathema's which exclude from heaven, 
this we miſs of ſafvation, not for want of neceſſary faith, but obed:- 
eve ; ſhe Anatbematizing us not for an error, but a vice, (i. e.) a 
cauſleſly diſturbing her peace, and reliſting her au7horzty. 

Should any one, after the Apoſtolical Synod and Decrees, At.1sx; 
(ome of which were about matter of /ma// account, yet not 
without good reaſon commanded, for a ſeaſon at leaſt to be obſerv- 
&d) have re/iffed their /njunfions 1n the matter of blood and 
thiegs tr angie, holding it {till /awful, notwithſtanding ſuch pro- 
lition, to eat thoſe things; ſuch an one doubtleſs, notwith- 


ſanding the /evity of the matter, would juſtly have incurred the 


(hurch'es rerſare, and without repentance bin liable to 4ammmarion ; 
wt for want of any ai7b neceflary thereto, but of due ſubmiſſion 
ad obedzence to the decrees of a jult Authority. 


5. Laſtly, concerning our obeazence to theſe Councils tn ſuch 
thetr &ecz/2ons, fee what I have ſaid in my Notes concerning that 


hound £0 ſubmit at leaſt to all ſuch points, where we are not cerztarm 


witery we can irttle pretend to it, conſidering what hath bin ſaid 
this paper. Bur indeed ſuch a /ubmifjion. will be found cicher 
duty to a# the Churches dec:/zons, or to none. For 11 we obe 
omly ſo many of her Cawors as we 1n or judgraent think 7ruth, 
rjecting the re/t ; our ſubmiſſion is not to her authority deciding, 
nt a yeilding to the weriſemrliry of the thing decided. 
Again ; ſuch a ſubmzſjren, 1s enther a duty to al Councils, (I 
mean, which are 1n their authority equal,) or to noe; upon the 
me reaſon, For, for us to judge fir/t of the orthodoxneſs of :. 
Council 


of the contrary, as eſpecially in this by moſt-confeſled-meffable . 


5 


F I T. 


Obedrencs 


ſubje& ; and 1n thoſe, of the obligation of not afting againit con- aue to ſuc hb. 
ence; where TI think tis ſufficiently evidenced, that we are deCiſetents. 
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Council, which is appointed to drref us what 1s orthodox, what x 
prepoſterous thing 1s1t? And it we go to this play once, to receive 
only ſo many Councils, as we like of their dof#rmes; then, as the 
Lntheran only admits of /ix Councils, the Caturnilt of only four: 
ſo the Eurychians now 1n A/ia, upon as good grounds, (I mean x; 
to any obligation to their Authority,) do admit only of 7hree Coun. 
cils. Again, the modern AVe/torzan of twwo only ; laſtly, the mo. 
dern Socmian of none at all. | 


The Objeion that may be made here; What if a man's: conſe. 

The obje@i. ©2e be perſwaded that the contrary to the Councils decree is evi 

nofc _ /ra. dent in the Scriptures * [as what 1f one think, that the Church in 

I erfeos © the Tridentime Council enjoyns adoration, not to Chriſt, but to the 

to i3 of ou Symbols, or,that the worſhiprng of Chriſt,as corporally _—_ 1n the 

Tpence- ca *y Sacrament,1s flat zdolatry; which is much urged by Dai/le as a ſufk. 

Faered ” cient ground for a diſceſſion irom the former Church; ſee the latter 

; part of 8.c. of his Apology , . 55. ] I have anſwered in tho: 
Notes before-named. 1 will only here retort it : 

Suppoſe an Zurychian, NeFtorian, Arian, plead the ſame ex 

cules tor diſſenting from the ancient Councils, ( for, I hope, he wil 

rant ſome of them may be perſwaded 1n +> vn as they pro- 

teſs. ) If he anſwer, ſuch per/wa/ion of a conſcience wilfully mi. 

informed, and refuſing the guides God hath appointed to inftrut 

it better, excuſeth them not from the guilt of hereſy : I reply, 

neither will it in 7hzs point excule the ozher, eſpecially for the 

buſineſs of corporal op ns, if they be found to go againſt the 

{tream of preſent and former Church, om whom we ought 11 

all humility to recetve the expo/it:on of ambiguous Scripture,) and 

to make therefrom a caufleſs diviſion. If the Church may enjoyn 

men nothing that 1s againſt their conſczence, and' nor in theſe ex- 

act obedience ; all hereſy muſt be zolerated,, and the Nicene Creedis 

a iyrauny. But it you ay; they may uſe their Anathema's in 

2rcater matters, but 1n theſe ſafer niceties may not thus dome 

er over mens conſciences, (a thing Daille accuſeth the Trides 

tine Council of, 7-c.40.p.) I anſwer : Who ſhall zadze, what 1; 

ſonall, what 1s great, but thoſe who decrde allo the matters. both 

ſmall and great? But let him ſearch Antiquity, and ſee if [mal 

matters have not alſo undergone their Anathema's. He confel- 

ſeth they have, and therefore 1s liberal to blame bozh. +7.c. 38.p 


- But 
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 ButI find this o4jeeZ7:0n advanced yet higher; That men may F. T.IIL. © . 
wot obey tuch a decree, not only when it 1s againſt conſcience, but Objeftion of 
when they have thereof ſo much as a doubting conſcience, eſpeci- non-certain- 
ally in a matter of {uch 425 conſequence, as Agoration is, ( wh ty conſider. 
follows upon holding a corporal preſence) which to give to any objeet, ed. 


without certainty that 1t 1s adorable, they ſay 1s utterly mexca- 
ſable. Ce ui eſt pas afſez d'en anoir quelque opinion. 1Þ en fault eſtre 
certamn. Daille 11.c. 94P. Upon thele premiſes no man can chule 
but doubt, &> quod aubitas, ne: fecerrs. Tail. p. 340. 

7. In an{wer to Zþzs allo, tee what I have ſaid at large 1n thoſe 
wes. Indeed the rulers goad, where doubt of /inning 18 only on 
ove 1ide, not on 4074 7 onTy-on the ſide of doing, but not on the {ide 
of om:7ting alſo : and when we are certain 1n o0m7t:ng the thing, 
we ſin not. But che caſe 1s otherwiſe, where-ever our Mother 
the Charch enjoyns us the doimgof a thing ; for here is no. ſecu- 
rity of not /inning, it wedo it not. Again, if Chriſt be there cor- 
porally preſent, as the laith He 1s, Daille faith, "Tis our duty 70 a- 
dore him : and, as to g7ve adoration to an objett not adorable ;, fo to 
deny 1t to one adorable, 1s both, ſin. T may retort then with more 
reaſon, guod dubitas ( 1t you doubt only, and are not certain of the 
contrary ) ze o9m77as, where the Church and your /awfu/ Superiors 
enjoin you to do 1t. For,as reaſonable as this propoſition 18,9494 du- 
bitas ne faciendo pecces , ne feceris; ſo reaſonable 1s the other, 
quod dubitas, ue omittendo pecces, ne omittas. 

2. Again, Mr. #Zoker's realon methinks hath as little force as any 
of theſe, to encourage any in a non-ſubmiſſion to the Church s 
judement ; who, 1n his 5./.67.ſe&. 363.p. dilcourſeth thus. That, 
*there being z7hree ſeveral opinions 1n the matter of the Zrnchar/t, 
(he joyning the 7 eo fir/t in this Paper in ove) © we may ſafelictt 
«cleave unto that, which hath nothing in it but what the res? do. 
Call approve and acknowledge to he moſt true. But you may hnd 
the Archbiſhop Land ſet. 35. p. 286. in his refutation of a like 
argument brought by the Romani/t, | namely, that 2t 7s better 79 
be of' that Church, im which all Churches agree ſaluation may be had, | 
mentioning this very argument about the Euchariſt, and rejecting 
it as znſufficient. And indeed were it any way va/id, 1t would fol- 
low ; when, of divers opinions, ſome athrm /e{, ſome more ; a 
prudent man ought always to fide with the /cast, becauſe this 1s 
athrmed by a//: which 1] think is a dangerous aflertion, eſpecially 
in Reljeion, To believe, and do /lill with the leaſt, 
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3. Laſtly, neither do I think that a ſufficient /e/f to keep any 
Ol. of the from aflenting to a corporal preſence , or ſubſtantial converſion; 


fruitleſneſs becauſe ſuch Preſence ( if it be ) 1s pretended to be utterly un. 
of ſuppoſed beneficial and fruitleſs, and ſmce Nature doth nothing i vain, 
corporal pre. much leſs doth the Author of it. See Mr. Blondel (in his 10...) 


fence con/t- 
dcr'd. 


and Dr. 7athr, (ſe. 3.p. 28 gc. and p. 45.) much prefling his 
upon theſe Zhree reaſons. Tt. Becauſe any pretended effects of 
the Euchariſt nit be granted to be attainable w77howt 1t, by a 
ſpiritual reception of Chriſt gc. (See their writings.) 2. Becauſe 
the unworthy receiver mult be granted to be partakcr of it ( the 
ſabFtance of Chrilit's Body) as well as the andy : and this with. 
out enjoying the leaſt benefit thereof. 3, Becauſe our Savzom 


| hath decided "this point, Fohn 6. 63. declaring to the Capernaztes 


(miſtaking his ſayings, as 1t he meant to feed them with —_— 

by virtue of which oxceeaten by them they ſhould afterward live 
for ever ) T hat his fleſh, if they ſhould eata prece thereof, would 
profit them nothing for any ſuch purpole. 

I. Firſt note, concerning this Ohjedon, in reſpeCt of the former 
reaſon ; that it pre//eth as much the ſecond as the third and fourth 
opinion, who aftirm the avorthy recezver to partake not only vrth 
ally, (as the fir ſaith,) but really alſo Chriſt's Boay ; . but to 
what end this? fince the ozher, 1. e. Chrilt rece:zved by faith, ſup- 
plieth all the effe# deſired or pretended, according to 70/6. 4c, 
47. and St. Auſtin's ſaying, crede gy manducast: ? 

2. Now for an Anſwer to it in reference to both the reaſons, | 
might tranſcribe you Be/Mlarmin's, in Euchariſt. 3. /. 9. c. which to 
me ſeems very ſatisfactory. Read it at your leiſure. "The effects 
of the Faucharif?, ſuch as are alledged by Zlondel out of Peron, 
Namely, a more /tri# and entire union and conjunttiom of us to 
God ; the zucreaſe of grace and charity in us; the ſowing in us 
the ſeed of immortality, and a reſurrettion of our decaying 0v- 
dies, Oc. are not afftirm'd to be wrought in us by the corpora! 
Preſence of our Saviour, as after a phy/ical or avefs zble manner, 
but as by a proper 1n/trument appointed by God for ſuch effects 
upon ſuch a 4iſpoſetion of the yecerver. Therefore neither are theſe 
effefts neceſſary to corporal preſence, 2. e. that corporal preſence can- 
not be without them ; for 1o it is in the unworthy communicant : 
neither again is corporal preſence abſolutely neceſſary to inch effects, 
7.e. that they cannot be at all without corporal preſence ; tor 10 
they are in the jauithful before communicating, at lealt in ſome 
;mpericaer degree. Rn 

ut 
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3 But theſe conceſſions we have now made { if this bd all they 


contend ) will never argue the ſub/tantial or corporal preſence of 


Chrilt's body in the Euchari/t to be a thing ſauperfinons or void 
of effe : 1. Becauſe in God's appointing ſeveral inſtruments for 
conveying the. ke benefits to us, the arguing that one doth, will 
never prove the other 47h not the like. 2. In the like effect 
being wrought by ſeveral means, the ove may produce 1t in a far 
more advanc'd degree than the ozher : So Agninas p. 3. 9. 80. art.1. 
ſaith, Pleuins inducit effefttum ſacramentt, ipſa ſacramenti ſuſceptin, 
quam ſolum deſtderium: Yet lometimes the de/tderium ſerves the 
turn. 3. Becauſe from a thing prov'd uſeleſs ſometimes, or to 
ſome perſons from. ſome incapability of the ſubje&, gc. it fol- 
lows not, that it 1s ſo altogether, and to 9thers : As, it follows 
not, that ſuch a Diet not nouriſhing, or alſo hurting a languifhin: 
{tomach, therefore doth not profir to a ſound. 

To illuſtrate it a little in our prefent ſubject. By Papriſmr, 
or alſo by Faith and Repentance before Baptiſm, or the feryent 
deſire of —_— (when 1t cannot be had) we are regenerated and 
wiited to Chrilt, and made members of his boay , yet will any 
therefore ſay, that in Papriſmm we enjoy as much a commrni291 
of the hoay and #/ood of Chritt, as in the Zucharif? ?- Or that.the 
EucharifF 1s inntile? Therefore, hath Chriſt given us alſo the p:.- 
bols of his body in vain? Therefore, do we-pofleſs no more of 
his grace and goodneſs by believing and recerumg alſo the Sacra- 
ment .of his body and b/ood, than only by behevme on him? But 
then, 1f recezvmmg him ſperitualiter by Faith and ſacramentaliter, 
be better than ſpirzzua/zter only ; why may not ſacramentaliter and 
corporaliter, be alſo better than ſacramentalrter only? Who can de- 
monſtrate 1t, That the faithful receive no more benefit ( from the 
Divine good pleaſure) by fai7h, and the body of our Lord [u4- 
ftantrally preſent, than he ſhould by fa:th, and the bop only 7y- 
pically preſent ; ſince all depends on God's good pleaſure? Why 
may it not -be his w:#l, to confer the complement of our 2:1792 
with him, and the perfedion of grace and charity in us, an the 
laſt /ea} of our immortality and mcorruptibility in us , not by the 
receipt of the /ymbol/s of his body, but by his very body united 
and join'd to our ſouls and bodjes ; and yet not theſe to a/ that 
recetve 1t neither ( becauſe it a&ts not phy/ica/ly or irre/iftivly ) 
Lut to the worrhy ? 0s 
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Calvin (as he 1s very inconſtant in his expreſſions con. 


cerning this Sacrament) ſeems to hint ſomething to this pur: 
poſe, /uftrr. . 4. c. 17. ſ.9. ſ.11. Quw omnia non poſſe aliter effici 
mtelligimns gum Chriſftus totus ſpiritu ty corpare nobis adhcreat, 
that we may be memvbra corports. ejus, ex offibus ejits of carne ejus, 
maguum iſtud arcauum Eph. 5.---and /. 11. Quo (7.e.) exhibitions 
Jangumts ty corports egus. primum in unum corpus cum þſo coaleſci: 
mus; deinde participes ſubſtantie ejus fatti, in bonorum omniun 
communicatione virtutem guogue ſcutinus. See B. Forbes l. 1.C.1 
}- 26, 27. much to this purpole ;. Priſci fideles ante Chriſti mcarna- 
trouem carnem Chriſti ſpiritualiter edeband in manna oy rebas ality 
guratam,  ſufficienter pro ſlatu Occonomice ittins ad ſalutem.- 
1 Cor. 10. Sed nihilominus, per communicationem carnis Chriſti in 
Euchariſtia, multo altins 2 ſolidius nos Chriſtianos incorporari Chri- 
ſto, quam priſcos fideles gut ſpiritualiter tantum ſeu per ſolam fidem 
carnem Chriſti manducabant, credidit ſemper Eccleſia Catholica--- 
20s cum edimus eundem Chriſtum fide quidem utili, ſed fide rei pre- 
ſentis, gue aftu ipſo ty non ſola ſpe, nobis cum pane exhibetur, mods 
tamen mefjabih gc. certum eft per manducationem myſticam corpo- 
11s Lomint, --u9s multo efficacins ty plenius, ſublimins oy auguſtins, 
ftridtins oy arttins corpor:  ſangumi Chriſti uniri, quam perilla 
( 7. e. verbum, fidem, baptiſmum, = ) Ruam ob cauſam Hoc ſacra- 
mentum dicitur per excellentiam communi ; quia ſeil. hunc modum 
per manaucationem myſticam Chriſtus inſtitmit longe efficaciſſmum 
per ficrendie unions fy conjunttions quam arttifjme mter ſeſe op 
membra ſua, &yxc. I conclude theretore, that very tranſcendent 
may the - efte& of this corporal preſence of our Saviour be, beyond 
\ qorery and {ymbolical only ; as the effet of a ſpiritual and 
allo /ymbolical 1n the Sacrament 1s granted to be more than of a 
[pii11ual only ; tho the virtue thereot by God's good pleaſure be 
obl[tructed and denyed to the anwriby ; even as his b/ood ſhed 
an the Croſs, and given far a/l, yet 1s not efftectual or beneficial 
tO many. 

To the. Grh. Chapter of St. John's Goſpel. Suppoling , for the 
preſent, what Dr. 7ayhor and others contend for, That our Savi- 
our ſpeaks only of a ſpiritual feeding on him by faith. and not of 
the ſacramental at all: Yet as the Do&@or will great, that this. 
Chapter contains 1n 1t nothing prejudicial to our attaining ſome 
b-nefit by receiving the ſacrament and the ſymbols of Chrilt's body- 
therein, tho 1t 1s molt true of theſe ſymbols, that they of them- 


o 


{cles profit nothing, as to confer on us an eternal hfe, without 


the 
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the participation alſo of the /pirit of Chriſt communicated only 
to believers : So I return, that 1t contains nothing 1n it prejud1- 
cial to our obtaining ſome benefit from the ſacramentral receiving 
of our Saviour's very fleſh: Tho it 1s moft true alſo of this cer 
eſp, that receiv'd alone without the ſpirit, as 1t 1s by all the 2n- 
worthy communtcanuts,; it doth help nothing at all to make a man 
Ie for ever. © The' whole paſllage in Joh. 6. ſeems to be thus : 
When our Saviour had told the Capernaites, upon occaſion of 
ihe;r-boaſting how Moſes gave them Manna to eat, that ( mucit 
beyond thoſe Z{anna-eaters that were dead ) he, whoſoever ſhould 
cat the fleſh of the Son of man, ſhould /ive for ever; they con- 
ceiv'd his meaning to be, that whoſo could get a piece of his 
feſh and eat it, ſhould by virtue thercof for ever be prefery'd in 
life : And this ſeem'd to them 1o unreaſonable and 1o barbarous 
2 thing, either that he ſhould any way feed them with his fleſh, 
or that they that fed with 2t ſhould by the ſtrength and force 
thereof /ive for ever, that they forſook him and his doctrine : 
Upon which he inſ{tru&ts them turther 1n this zy/tery, as it ſeems 


tome to this effe&t : x. That they ſhould not eat his fleſh at all, . 


mn ſuch a manner as they imagind, 2. &. 1n its uataral condition ; 
but thzc he ſhould aſcend up to Heaven, where he was before, 
ind © 7hat his fleſh with him ; ſee ver. 62. upon which aſcent 
tie $p7r27 ſhould come upon all zrue behrevers, which Spirit ſhould 


ave them 7h7s ife ; ſee Fob. 7.38, 39. 2. Thathis feſb ( if eaten. 


then, or whenever it ſhould be eaten in ſuch manner as he ſhouJd 
communicate 1t to them ) could give them no /fe alone, or by 
its own virtue, but only by his $p:r:7 ( which 1s the fountam of 
life eternal) join'd with, and accompanying his Ffeſh ; and that 
tot to aft receiving his fleſh, but to the believer of his words ; 
which words therefore 1n the cloſe of ver. 63, when belrev'd m, 


he calls ſpirzz and /ife ;, 7.e. conferring the Spit, from which is. 


recetv'd that /zfe. See ver. 63.---wherein, that you may the better 
underſtand the uſual expreſſion of this ZErangelifl, tee Fob. 4.14. 
and 7. 38, 39. where the S777 ( ſignified in both places by wwa- 
ter) 1s declar'd to be the fountam of life. eternal. 


And now it 1s high time to leave of to tire you with a Diſ- 
courſe, the more tedious becauſe entangling it felf with the Wri- 
tungs of ſo many others. Now ( to conclude) | pray the good 
Lord, To preſerye you, or any other, that reads it, trom bcing 
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moved er perſwaded by any thing erroneous therein: And mg 
he make the ſhame of any thing that 1s {aid amtfs- here by my 
( tho, he knows, unwittingly, yet I may nat ſay innocently) t 
fall upon me ; and open your Underſtanding to tee 'all my De. 
fects ; that fo, if this my- Endeavour in this Hiſtory of the ZE. 
chariſt (intended chiefly to make men, tho of another per{waſion, 
yet more charitable at leaſt to the Do&rine of our Foretather, 
which they have left) can do no good, it may do no hurt ; but 
that Truth may ever proſper, prevail, trumph.  Ble{{ed be hy 
holy Name for ever. Amen. 
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The DoQrine of the Church of England concerning the 
ſubſtantial Preſence, ayd Adoration, of O#r B. Saviour 
in the Euchariſt aſſerted : With « Vindication of Two 
Diſcourſes 0» that fubje&t, Publiſh'd at Oxford, from 
the Exceptions of « Sacramentary Anſwer, Printed at 
London. | 


L HE former Part of the Anſwer, Combating Tranſub. 

 ftaniiation, is foreign to the Oxford Decnych treat- 

, ing of the Real Preſence, and Adoration, of our Lord 

in the Zachari/t ; Therefore, tho hable to, material exceptions 

(ſuch are falſe and perverted quotations , long ſince deteQted and 

expos'd ; Romantich Stories, impertinent if 7rae ; fallacious Ar- 

gungs, and wretched Calummes, indultriouily contriv'd to decezue 

and incenſe the Populace;) yer, It ſhall be neg/efed, and our An7- 

waduer/ions commence' at Part 2. c.2. where the Miniſter's Res 
feZ1ons are profeſiedly applied to the 7reariſes. 


IT. Pag. 44- 7. 14. © All which the DoQrine of our Church im- 
« plies. by 6% Phraſe, as only a Real Preſence of Chrilt's invaſt- 
«le Power and Grace, 256, 

A Preſence of Grace and Power ouly, 1.e a real abſence of our 
Lord's body and blood, from both the Zucharift and worthy Com- 
municant, was indeed profcit by the Puritan Party , which ex- 
claumed againſt Archbiſhop Laude, Biſhop Hountague, and others, 
for maintaining a pl enia! Preſence : From whoſe Clamour and 
Impeachment thele Learned Pre/ates vindicated themſelves, not 
by that eafie and complete way of diſowning the Dot#rine, and 
interpreting their Zxpreſſions and Sentiments to intend a preſence 

Grace aud Power ( which obvious Reply would have 11- 
enc'd, if not appeaſed, the FaQtion ); but by jultifying- their Te- 
xct to be what the Church of England held and preſcribd. 

A preſence of Grace only, can import no mote than a beſtow- 
ing of Grace or benefits without the thing benefictal Or gracions : 
But, that the Church of England, by her Heads or —_— 
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Members (from Q. Elizabeth's time'to the Return of Char.IT.) own! 
this Zuinghaniſm tor her Faith, is from no authenick act, that] 
have perus'd, yet evident. 

1. Not evident from the XXVIIL Article ( tho the Anſwerer 
affirms ſo much ) :. For that Article neither does, nor was intendeg 
to, contain-any thing inconſiſtent with a ſub/tantial Preſence, 
tho it condemns 7ranſub/tantiation. . To ratific this, I need alledy: 
againſt this Hmter a Witneſs no. better qualified then Dr. Zur. 
net ( becauſe produc'd as very credible in this caſe by this Mar 
in p. $8.) who ſays---zt was thought to be' enough to condemn | in 
this Article | Tranſub/lantiation, Os. S 

2. Not evident from the Communion-Office, as the ſame F7:/torin 
relates Hiſt. Ref. Part 2. p. 390. ©It was propoſed to have the 
&« Communion-Book ſo contriv'd, that it might not exclude the 
<« Belief of the Corporal Preſence : For the chief Deſign of the 
«< Queen's Council was to Unite the Nation in One Faith, and 
© the greater part of the Nation continued to believe ſuch 2 
<& Preſence ; thereupon, the Rubrick---1s left out. And indeed 
Had we not this uncontrolable teſtimony out of that very 4k 
7hor, who would fain have been ſet up in Charches . ( as the 
Old Fox's Monuments ), yet, as much might be colle&ed from 


the Office it ſelf: 7hat no-where excludes the ſub/tance , or limits 


the Communion of the Body and Blood of Chriſt to Grace and 
Power ; which 1t muſt do before it can countenance the 4v- 
feerer's tenet. Sarely, any Perſon, not extreamly prepofleſt, will 
ſooner interpret theſe Paflages,---7 he Communion of the Body,gyr. 
-. He Spiritually eat the Fleſh of Chrift, &57. When the Miniſter 
delivers the Communion,--7 he Body of our Lord Feſws Chriſt, Ge. 


«(omitted in the Anſwer )--Take, eat, gy. We thank God that he 


« doth vouchſafe to feed us with the Food of the moſt precious Bo- 
« dy, &c. The Bread, that we break, is a partaking of the Body of 
« Chrilt, xc. I ſay, an unprejudic'd Man will ſooner underſtand 
theſe expreſfions as including a ſubftantial prefence, than'a ſigni- 
fying only the power and grace of Chriſt's Boay and Blood. How 
could they then take them otherwrſe who be/zev'd a corporal pre- 
4 till the laſt years of Zaw. VI. ſcarce eyer heard that 

the words were capable of any other ſenſe? 
2. Nor evident from the Carechi(1z : In which the Church of 
England is ſo far from teaching her Children a Preſence of Grace 


. only that ſhe vlainly inſtructs them to believe a ſub/tantial Pre- 


{ence Does ſhe nvty as it were, difle& the uchart into its parts, 
aC- 
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acquainting them that 27 con/if7s of an Outward part or ſj; 
Bread and Wine ; of an Inward part or thing /iemfied, the Bod; 
and Blood of Chrift, &c. and then demands, hat are the Benefits 
(or cffets of theſe Parts,) whereof we are partaters thereby, 3. e. by 
the Body and Blood of Chrilt ? Now if ſhe deſign by body and blood 
of Chriſt the benefits only of them, then her 9e/#:0u runs thus ; 
What are the Benefits, whereof we are partakers, by the Benefits 
which are the inward Part of the Lord's Supper? A Quelition too 
ridiculous to be propoſed by any perſon of ſobriety , much leſs fit 
for a Charch to put in her 2/tz7ution of Chriſtians. It then the 
Catechiſm-may be explicated literally, (as one would imagin a Ca- 
techiſm ought,) the Charch of England both believes and teaches 
a ſubtantial Preſence. Agreeable hereto 1s Biſhop Xer's Expoli- 
tion, licenſed 1685, by 7o. Battely, Chaplin to the Archbiſhop 
of Canterbury. ---< O God incarnate, ( /ays.7he Bifhop,) how thou 
*can{tgive us thy fleſh to eat, and thy blood to drink ; how thy 
«fleſh 1s meat indeed gy. How thou, who art in Heaven, art 
« preſent on the Altar, I can by no means explain, but I firmly 
« believe it all, becauſe thou haſt ſaid it; and I firmly.rely on thy 


love, and on thy Omnipotence to make good thy word, tho the. 


&nanner of doing.it I cannot comprehend.--. Here, 1n exprelli- 
ons very fervent, and becoming a Chri/tian Paſtor, he inſtructs 
the people of his Dioceſe to: believe, zhat God mcarnate grues them 
his fleſh to. eat &c. - Next, that, tho 1 Heaven, yet the ſame God in. 
carnate is preſent on the Altar. 31y. That the manner of this-Pre- 
fence, whether 7 or with the elements, 13 mexplicable. I altly, that 
the love and —_— of the ſame God are. relied on to: make good 
that Preſence, whereof the manner 1s mcomprehen/tble. Now, if 
God mcarnate were preſent on the Altar, at the ſame time he 1s 1n 
Heaven, by grace and influence only, his fleſh would be neither 
reſent on the M//ar, nor given us to eat. No more myſtery, nor 
mcomprehenſiilitty could be diſcerned in_his Zuchariitical, than 
in his Zapriſmal preſence; neither would there be ſuch need 
of extraordinary /ove and ommpotence to pertorm his promiſed 
preſence in this, more than 1n any other, Re/giorns ceremony, wheres 
in all grant his preſeuce to be only graczous. Nay, the whole 
paragraph were no better than a devout and {9lemn de/u/zow. Nor 
am I prevailed-on to alter my thoughts concerning this Þrfhop's 
preſent fazth (would he do himlelt, his Order, and Chriſtianity 
that right as.to profeſs 1t frankly and clearly ) by any retr ad7ation 
or correetion publiſhed in the Edition of his Book 1186 : That 
amount- 
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amounting to no 'more than a denyal of 7ravſublantsation, not 
of a ſubſtantial Preſence: whereby I am perteAly confirmed, that 
by tacaplicable, comprehen/tble manner, was intended the manner 
of the  Flefb's being preſent , not whether it were preſent or ng, 
and that it was this he could neither expla;y nor comprehend. Ty 
proceed further : in evincing affirmatively, that the ſenſe of the 
aforeſaid 4 ticle, Offce, and Catechiſme was a ſubFanriul preſence, 
the ſupremeſt and moſt authentic Zuzerpreters, that have appeared 
mn e creation of the preſent Church of England may be pro- 
ood. - : -- - 

i. We begin with Queen Z/zebcth, the Parent] of modery 
Prelatick Proteſtancy. This Lady protels'd the Catholick Relzzim 
1n her Sfter's Rezen ; and, when ſhe obtein'd the Crown, was 
with ditticulty perſwaded to a/terations in Religion, as was long 
ago told the world from other intelligence , and lately from 
Fewel's &c Letters peruſed by Dr. Berwet in his Ramble. In 
particular, She own'd the Real preſence to the Count of Feria and 
others, and commended a Preacher tor aſſerting it on Coodfrida 
i565. A Realpreſence, I lay, She patronzzee, and ſuch a ove, as 
was own'd by the ancient Farhers, and had bin believed 1n the 
Church of #1gland ſince the conver/ton of that Nation ; believed 
without either chec& or 22terraption till towards the ſetting of £4. 
ward the 6. when Zainghani/m ſeems to have bin introduced: 
Now if She profeſs'd a /abtartia/ preſence, and if She, that auche- 
rized the L:tavgy and Artacles, did not doit till after ſhe had Huxt 
them of whatever was malignant to a ſub/tantia/ preſevce, (to ac- 
commodate them to the majority of the ation that with her {elf 
were {o perſwaded,) ſure, She mntended they ſhould be interpreted 
as her Self and the Moſt both thought and profeſs'd. Can the 
genune ſenſe of the words be both a Subſtantial preſence and 2 
preſence of Grace only? Could a Nation 1n a moment believe by 
thc Boay of owr Lord Feſus Chrift, ſpoke at the delivery of the 
Sacrament to them, was meant on the one day. thet hrs Body 4045 
verity, and tudcra, and 711 ſubſtance ( 1f this be more } gruew 49 them, 
and the next day underſtand by the fame words , that the Body of 
our Lord was not Verity, and indced, nor in ſubRance, but only m fi- 
gure anal benefit exhibited? efpecially when they heard the uns 
ie 


Jer of ſuch paſſages declare for the former ſenſe, ſaw her 


whaz oppolcd at, and retain the ſelf ſame /angwage the Catholtk 
Church, their true Mother, uſed in all times, ro convey her faith 
to their Minds? Whereupan, conſidering thele things, together 


with 
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Appexass 7. 
with the winrated copy £4-amy, ſeen by Dr. Barnet; confi 
dering I ſay that the chief Paftoreſi{ had authority according to 
the Do&rine of Lap-Supremacy to impoſe, and according to Dr. 
Ruruet's deketed copy aid impoſe, her Fſudgment to be affented-z9 
and ſubſcribed bp the whole Clergy = we may truly conclud 
not only as ſome bave done, that the chief Paftors of the Church, 
but that the whole Church, Head and Body,Aueen, Clergy, and People, 
did then 99m. "gs |. or diflemble abont | the Definition made in 
King Edward 5 time, and that they were for Rea} preſence. 
2. Her Succeſlor,. King Fames 7. either underſtood the Article 
and Z:Zurgy in the ſame ſenſe according to the atteſtations of Bi- 
ſhop Ardrews and Caſaubor; or, where has the Church of England 
ubliſh'd; that ſhe holds a /ub/tantia/ preſence, 2s thoſe Learned 
erſons ſay ſhe often has? either no where if not here; or with: 
contradiQtign to what is here, 1t elſewhere; becaule the proper 
ſenſe of the .&r/ic/e and Ziturgy can't be both a ſab/tantzal, and: 


but only. a graczons, preſence. But that Part of the Catechiſm, 


which. concerns. the Sacraments, and which was compoled by 
Dr. Queral'in this King's Rejgn, determins: the diſpute as to this 
Prince's faith : for, tho the Catechiſm ( as almolt any ſentence) 
may be wrelted, yet, it cannot be rendred, without abſurdity and 
for a meer cheat, in favour of any other, than a /ubarr- 
tial preſence : And Riſhop Co/im's dofFrine is ſome argument, that 
Dr. Overal, his Patron and Maſter, did mean no other. | 
3. As to King Charles the Firſt, 11 we -y gather his judgment 
from either Zooks, publiſhed by his command, or Sermons preach'd: 
before him, He adhered to that Faith 1n this point, which all his 
Chriftian, Hnceſtors had profeſs'd. Qur of ſuch Books and Sermons 
we preſent the'Reader with 7wo-Znſtances, 1o full. to:our delign, 


thar if they can be eluded: 10- may a Demonſtration. The former. 
1s 17 Archbuſhop Lawd's Conference with Father Fifher, a Book. 


highly ctteemed by that Excellent, tho catamitous, Arg. ---< And: 
« for the Church. of Axg/and nothing 18 more plain, than that it 
«helieves and teaches the true and real preſence of Chriit in the 
« Euchariſt, unleſs 4 C. can make a Body no Body, and Blood no- 


« Blood, | but unleſs Grace be a Body, aud Benefit be Blood, Dr.. 
St. aud-the Auſwerer can make a Body no Body &c. | yr. The:. 


other is in. Dr. Zawrence's Sermon before the Arg (Charles T. | p. 
17,18. ---< As [ like not thoſe that ſay, He 1s boduly there,lo I like 
«not thoſe that ſay, His Body 1s not there ; becauſe Chrj/t faich 
«xt 1s there, and St. Pay! ſaith tis there, and the Church of _—_ 
at 
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«and ſaith tis there, and the Church of God ever ſaid tis there, 


£< 2nd that truly, and ſubſtantially, and: eflentially, &xc. For the 
Opinion of the So5-and Swccefſors to this Prmce, concerning a 
fubllantial-preſence &c, tis out of queſtion I preſume. What then. 
we add, 1s, Thateither all theſe ZFeads, and the Church of England; 


believed-the ſame, or ſhe has a »2;ſerab/e Faith, wherein no Head, 
lince Queen Z:zabeth produced Her, durſt either live or die. 

It were a dithdence 1n this Proof, or an affront to an intelligent 
Reader, to offer him a Proteſtant nubes Teftium, as a further con- 
firmation 1n this matter ; for then we muſt recount to him almoſt 
all their Fazhers from their Primitive times, throughout a Cen- 
rury atleaſt that this Relzgzon has endured, even the celebrated 
names of Biſhop Pomel, Bilhop Bilſon, Biſhop Andrews, Biſhop 0: 
eral, Archbiſhop Zawa, Biſhop Backeridge, Biſhop Halt, Biſhop 
Forbes, Biſhop Field, Biſhop Montague, Archbifhop Brawba/, Bi- 
thop Ce/ms, Bilhop Canning, 8&c. Dr. Cowel, Dr. Pock/mron, Dr. 
Heylin, Mr. S4:ton, &c. omitting many now alive or dead ſince 
1660. ſeveral of which have bin already aHedged in the Treatiſes 
we dcfend, and have received either no anſwers, or ſuch as be 
mſufficient, as the. following ZExrammation of them will manifeſt. 

Pag. 61.1.1. FAere 7 muſt obſerve, that this Learned Perſon 
[ Mr. Hooker | 7s drawn 71 only tr conſequence, and that no very 
clear one &c. Mr. Hooker ſays, that © belides artaking of the grace 
&« of that Body and+Blood gg, the holy myſteries impart unto us 
«eyen 1n true and real, tho myſtical manner, the very Perſon of 
« our Lord, whole, perfe&, and entire. His Body and Blood are 
© in that very ſubjett, whereunto they give life, not only by effe&t 
© or operation, even as the influence of the Heavens 1s in plants 
<« g&c, butalſo by a far more divine and myſtical kind of union gc. 
Now the /nference, the Oxford Diſeaſes make, 1s; That Mr. 
Hooker believed by Real Preſence more than a preſence of Grace 
only, even GH preſence - for a preſence of Chriſt's perſon, 
whole, perfet?, and entire, with either the worthy recerver or the 

elements too, cannot pollibly be reſolved into grace only ; becauſe 
where the Perſon of Chri/t 1s, there his Natares are ſubſtantially 
preſent, they, ſince the mmcernarion, being inſeparable trom'?. 1s 
it not ealy then to deduce, what the Dyſcourſer did, from the. paſ-' 


fage cited? Can any other be drawn from that judicions Man's 


words? This Auſwerer ſays the real Preſence imports no more 
than a real preſence of Power and Grace. Mr. cooker ſays the 


e2Mtrery, and tells us what that #7077 is, which it imports, ihe Per- 
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ſmof Chrift , and that all the queſtion 1s, #hether the ſubjef? where- 
w Chriſt re/tdes,be the Recetver only,or the conſecrated Elements alſo? 
Toreconcile Mr.Zooker and the Auſwerer,t will be neceſſary then 
for us to underſtand by Mr. Fooker's more than Grace, Grace on- 


Bly; and, by zhe Perſon of Chrift, a Perſon without any Nature or 
; Subſtance Humane or Divine. But how does our Anſwerer 


ſape this pinch? truly, with due reſpe& to Mr. Hooker, and 
ſome tolerable ſatisfaction to the ObyetZion - for he prudently co]- 
k&s other paſ/ages, whereot ſome {ay as much as the quotation, 
and none. of them are contradifory thereto, nor affirm the Real 
preſence to ſignify 90 more than a preſence of Grace., Nothing 
but Zþzs will clear the dithculty, and fo much as this demonſtrates 
the molt pudzcions Proteſtant ſo weak as to contradie? himielt. 


Pag. 62. 1.8. He ( Biſhop Andrews) utterly excludes all defining 
ay thing as to the Manner of Chriſt's Preſence, xc. Brſhop An- 
gews coes not decline defining that our Lord's Body 7s fubſtan- 
tully preſent ; but the amanner how this [ub/tance 7s preſent he 
waves defining. Again, unleſs that Bzſhop believ'd a ſub/tantial 
freſence, he believ'd one by ſo much /{ true than ours, as the 
ſubſtance or perſon of a thing 1s zearer to 1t, or a more proper pre- 
dcate of it, than its guakties and effe?s are. Thirdly, unlets 
tus Prel/ate makes the Eucharitical Preſence no more real than 
the Baptiſmal ( which neither he nor any Father ever did) the 
Allufion to Baptiſm is ſhort of the Miniſter's purpoſe. Laſtly, 
The Biſhop's ſaying, Chri/t's Boa, as Glorified, is not preſent it 
the Euchariſt, does not in the leaſt oppoſe a ſubſtantial preſence. 
Who, that believes a ſub/tantial Preſence, thinks Chriſt to be 1n 
the Zachariſt as in his g/ory? This however, they all ſay, 7 hat 7he 
wery ſame ſubſtance which ts Ghrified, which was Born, and Cru- 
fied, 15 prefent in that Sacrament, and that its Fucharitical man- 
ner of exzftence 1s different from what it either had, or hath,elle- 
where. If then Biſhop AAnarews teſtimony ſtand good for a [u»- 
flantial preſence , Caſaubon's, and King James's (1.), and conle- 
quently the Church of Exzland's, are al{ur'd on the ſame fide; and 
we may renew, and augment that A'7neg's wonder, That not onlv 
2 Stranger to, but a Miniſter of, the fame Church, ſhould be ſo zn- 
edvertant as not to remember, or ſo preſumptuons (it he do) as 
to deny, what his Own Church of England has fo often, and 1o ev2; 
dently, afſerted. ; : 
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Appendix 7. 
Pap. 64. l. 4. --Nor can we make any other judgment of the Arch 
Biſhop of 


Spalato, gx. The Anſwer to Spalato's teſtimony is 


grolly extravagant. If this Brfhop be earncit againit zzworthy 
Recervters of the Sacrament, Is then our Lord ſubſtantially oh. 
ſent according to him? One would think, that has perus'd $t, 
Paul's words, 1 Cor. 11. 29. and heard of Mr. Thorndyke's Com. 
ment on them ; that, from the ap ta earneſtneſs againft an. 
worthy receiving, he ſhould rather beheve a /nb/tanzial preſence: 
reprehending the 1impiety the more zealoufly, becauſe he di/cer. 
ed onr Lond S Body to be where it zs, not where it 7s not. It this 
biſhop own a omen; zmperceptible, and mrraculons preſence , does 
he thereby diſown a /zub/tantzal preſence? Sir, Theſe ftupid Con. 
ſequences will not paſs now adays, at leaſt not amongſt Adyer. 
faries, whatever they do with your Party. 

Thid. 1.2.6. — But he does not ſay, that Chrift's natural Boay, He. 
Here Archbiſhop Zaud's 7e/timony 1s rejeted by a flat denial of 
what that great Man hath, it not z# fermmzs, 10 ettect {aid ( for 
to quote. with approbation 1s as much as to ſay). Does he nor 
cite Cahoin, that Chriſt does not offer ns only the — of tis 
Death and ReſurreFtion, but the Body it ſelf, im which he [1 
and roſe? Is not Biſhop Ridly alfo produc'd by him, ſaying, That 
mn the Sacrament 1s the very true and nataral Body of Feſns Chriſt, 
even that which was born of the Yirgm Mary, which aſcended mt 
Heaven, which jits at the right hand of God the Father, &c.? 

Thid. I. 30. --The ſame muſt be ſaid of Biſhop Hell,gyc. The gas 
tations out of Riſhop HaZ, Biſhop Mountague, and Bilkop Zo, 
are plain for a ſubſtantzal prefence ; and if undiſcern'd by the 4 


ſawerer, to be ſo, tarely not his facultres, but prejudrces, and the 


Poſt he has undertaken to defend, are blamab/c. Tf any ſuch 
matrer as a /ub/tantial preſence were obſervable in Biſhop 4. 
drews's words, Why not 1n theſe 4uthors? Why not 2m Biſhop 
Hall's and Biſhop « Moantague's expreſſions ; whereof the one uſes 
the ſame, and the o7her terms equivalent ? -—Res apad utrof; 

eadem,---with Catuimniſts and Lutherans.---The thing 1s aflmehu 
on either /ide.---On the Cathohck and Charch. of England ſide. But 
the /#theran and Cathohick ide yeilds to no other thing than a 


[ubftantial Preſence. The thing ( the obje?) 15 nor the ſame with 


them and 'us, f CaturniFs and the Charch of Eneland, by the Body 
of Chr:/t, mean Grace only. 


Pag, 


ſauffered 
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 Pag. 65:1. 13. ---7 ougot not to paſs over &c. But why is Biſhop 
Forbes's te$F14ony palt over ſo unconcernedly, and, initead of an 
Anſwer to his af/er77ons, an obloquy left on his Name, 1nvolving 
{ike whole Family of Reconcelers ? Did he not in that paſſage 
write has Zhoughts ? Was his. intention only a.palliating or re- 
commending of Zrror and 7dolatry, not a retrenching the opi- 
"Unions and unjultitiable aggravations of thoſe that affte& ex- 
tremes, and thro rage deſert 7ruth? TI always conceited the aim 
of that wife and moderate Perſon, and of other Accommodators, 
to have bin the undiſgurſing of Dottrines, and a repreſentation of 
them 1n their proper /neaments and habzt ; but not a betraying of 
truth to purchaſe 24 wicked peace. Henceforward theretore, 1t 
this Hnzfter be regarded, whenever we hear a man ſpeak of re- 
couctlement, we muſt double our guards, and —— trea- 
thery. But where was the Biſhop's conſcrence, and reſpet to prety ? 
ih, according to this Miter, to cement a rotten Union, he con- 
afcended not only to reiinquiſh his Faz7h, but alſo to eſtabliſh 
an inexcuſable 7do/atry ; tor his words aſſert both a ſubſtantial 
preſence on the holy T7 able, and an Adoration of our Lord's boay 
there preſent. The preſence he means 1s ſuch a one, of 4w/7ch the 
more or 7hodox Proteſtants do not doubt, which the Holy Fathers 
rery often mention, and wh:c/ the Pxr:tans, groily erring, reject- 
ed: but the rigider Proteſtants reject a ſubſiantial, not a gracious, 
preſence, 1o that the Brſhop's ſenſe will admit of no other evaſion, 
belides his being of the Pacrfick ?ribe, which 1s, it ſeems with 
this Mrrzfter, if not 22 maledifF1onbus, of no authority. Thus this 
impartial Friend to truth, whilſt he ſhould weigh the arguments, 
conliders the perſonal guabities of an Author ; and 1s carried for 
or againſt thoſe, as 7heſe attect or diſpleate him. | 

Pag. 66./. 1. --- For Biſhop Tailor, 7 cannot argnit our Author of 
F wilful revarication &c. Nor I the Anſwerer of toily, for med- 
ling with what he can no better a//charge. His bulinels 15 to thew 
either that Biſhop 7az/or had written no ſuch paſ/age, as was 
cited out of his works, or that his words were perverted from 
their literal ſenſe by the Dyſcoarſer : lor to alledge out of the 
ſame, or another Book, ſentences contradictory thereto, will ex- 
poſe the Biſhop indeed, bur fausfies not the 4/f/irn/ty ; for the Di/- 
coxrſer no where undertook, that Dr: Zayhor has not /a:4 and w- 
ſaid (acording to the cuſtom of Prore/tarts and HWits,) but that he 
has ſazd what, with any candor, 1s incapable oi any other 724722 
than 1s impoſed in the Oxford Treatiſcs. . Brcer's adyice to P. 
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Martyr , --ut' Dogma ſacramentarium ambigutts logmendi formnl, 
mnvotueret, and Dr. 7 aylor's boaitings and praCtices are too notor;, 
ous to be 1nfiſted-on ; or for vs to expeCt from ſo 1nconftant, artif. 
cial, and confident a #/zter, other than that according as his hy 
mor or circamſtances engaged, he ſhould ſometimes dehver hin: 
ſelf plaimly, ſometimes 1n affeFed and intricate terms, and never 
fcruple contradicting himſelf, ſo he might procure a preſent 7ettef, 
when reduced by his cauſe or indiſcretions to a ſtrait. This Re: 
2, to this Minifter's Anſwer to Dr. Taylor's teſtimony, will ſerye 
tor what was return'd pag. 4.9.50. to Calvin's and Beza's Authori. 
ties. If other places contradictory can bepickt out of their ri. 
72g s, yet that will not manifeſt, thar they, in the ſentences cited, 
intended not a ſubFtantial preſence. But where does Calorn fay, 
folum bencficium non corpus 1þſum, the propoſition contradictory to 
wegue tantum beneficium ſed corpus ipſum? Is 1t not of this Pro. 
polition that Archbiſhop Zawd ſays; ---< Nor car that place by 
< any art be ſhifted, or by any viclews wrelted, from Calvin's true 
« meaning of the Preſence of Chriſt in and at the blefled Sacra 
ment of the Enchariſt.--. Fhe Archbiſhop was a Puny 1 eva- 
ſions, and of a feeble ſpirit; for, what his acureneſs could not con- 
trive, and his courage durſt not attempt, this Mmfter has difco- 
vered and adventured to perform, even 7o ſhift off and wreſt this 

place, by ſome that ſay nothing different, and by others that ſay 
nothing contradiffory. 


Pag. 69. 1. 24. --- And now IT am afraid his cauſe will be deſperatr, 
zwnleſs Mr. Thorndike can ſupport it. The ſame courle 1s taken 
to. anſwer Mr. T horndike, as was followed to diſmiſs moſt of the 
precedent, v1z. endeauouring to oppoſe Mr. Thorndike 7o- himſelf: 
this pradzZice how uſeful, and how trequently uſed, ſoever 1t be by 
the Anſwerer as wondrous ſufficient, yet 1s rejected by him 1n pu 
ra/lel caſes, and he takes that liberty he difallows to ſuch as have 
equal 772ht to it with himſelf. Yet how will this rare conrrover- 
zi/t vindicate Mr. Thorndike from _— Haolatry, it he deny 
that learned Man to hold a /1#/tantia/ preſence ? for, what can be 


more expreſs for Adoration of our Lord m the Euchariſt than his 
words are? « T do believe that it | adoration | was prattiſed and 
© done in the ancient Church. ---F know the conſequence to be 
« this, that there 1s no juſt cauſe why 1t ſhou{d not be done at pre- 
tent, gc. Whatever norzon therefore Mr. 7 hornaike had of our 
Lord's preſence, certainly he maintained the preſence of m_ 
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Body as was adorable, and that the adoration praftiſed in the Ca- 
tholick Church was not 7aolatry. 


Having thus copiouſly diſcuſs'd this Point, Fhether the Do- 
frine of the Church of England, concerumg the Real Preſence, was, 

om Qucen Elizabeth's days 114] the Reitauration of the laſt King, 
br a ſubſlantal,or but graczons,Preſence ; and having amply demon- 
{trated, that a /ubStantial Preſence was its faith, and n 4 as: welt 
its Article, Communion-Offe.e and Catechiſm, as its ſupremeſt Go- 
zernors, and moſt dignified and learned Doffors, are peremptory 
and full in the caſe, for which the Dzſcourſes — ; onechicf 
Deſign of them 1s ſecured, and defended, and by this Mmiſfter's 
contcllion ſeveral poznts are gain'd: as, 1. © That of all men liv- 
« ;ng, thc genuine Sons of the Church of Zrz/and ought not to: 
« preſs us with ſuch contradictions wherein their own opinion 1s 
« equally involved. pag. 41./. 18. 2. Thatit 1s no leſs a contra- 
« diction for Chriſt's Natural Body to be in ſeveral places at: the 
« ſame time by the Church of Z#»g/and's mode of Subltantial Pre- 


« ſence, than by the Church of Rome's; which add's only the. 


«Manner of that Subſtance being preſent, v72. Tranſubllantiation- 
© the repugnancy being in the thing it ſelf, not in the manner of 
Gt. Therefore the Philoſophical Maxim, of the 1mpoſlibzlity of 
« one Body's being 1n many places at the ſame time, muſt not by 
© Church of Z#rg/and-men be relied-on, nor urged in the Dz{putc 
between us. pag. 44 4. 4. Belides, we obtain 3/y, That the genume 
Sons of the Church of England ought neither to impeach Carho/icky 
of 7dolatry, nor, in taking the 7 eft, proteſs we are /dolarers, ſince, 
according to their fai7h, our objef? 1s right, and there where we 
believe 1t to reſide. Should they charge the 4e/o/e Church withr 


1dolatry for worſhiping Jeſus Chriſt /ub/tantially preſent 1n the Fu-. 


charzſt, which they both 4e/zeve and pradFiſe? Does not the ſame 
reaſon compel them to aftirm Aaration follows their own Do- 
&rine, and therefore owrs, which forced Biſhop or7on to ſay it 
followed the Lutheran? 4/y, Their deference to the certainty of. 


fenſe muſt be adjuſted with ours, and Miracles .mult not be con- 


fined to its ſphere. 5/y, Such /angnage as this Siniſter uits muſt. 
be forborn, and his #/aſphemons [romes recerve the ſame deteſta- 
tion with them as they have with us. For in{tance, 7ref. p. 6. /. 
penult. That the Conncil of Lateran gave the Prieſts power of mak- 
mg their God : for Church of England Priefts (if true Prieits) have 
the ſame power with the Catholick. But wexber pretend by _ 
aats 
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dotal conſecration to make the ſub/tance of Chrif#'s Boay, but only th 


to invoke the Hoy Ghoſt to eftect by its Almighty power, that the J -.1 
[1b/tanie of our Lord's glorified body, which now .exiſts glori- ef 
oully in Heaven, may alfo exift Sacramentally on the Altar. 1s I 


this making their God? The Lateran Definition de Fae Cathe. || 

ica, and the Council of 7rent informed this <MmiSter what part, 

by Chrift's inſtitution, not their g7f7 (as this man 1impoles,) the 

Prieſt has in the conſecration, it he had not bin willing to forget or Þ c1 

miſtake it jor vile purpoſes. Again, p. 75. /. 8. That zhe Popifo I pq 

Real Preſence is a meer figment, and their Maſs to be abborred ra. I} j, 

ther than adored. Such putrid fa/ſhwds and conceited nonſenſe wil Fa 

be very indecent in a genuine Church of England man's mouth, I ,. 

not only becauſe of his Defender, but of his Faith too. For ff & 

f[uch a one to tell us of adoring the Maſs, and that He abhors it, and fr 
accounts our Real preſence a fiement, 1s both abſurd, and 7mp104s. a 

But this 1s the reſult of a Ga/ican vagary, and of learning the F 

Doetrine of the Church of England from Fiugonotal converſation, ff 

. Takes and Fathers. Pag. 72.1. 1. That the alterations which hav }| (; 
bin made 1 our Rubric, were not upon the account of our Divines | 1 

changing their Opinions &c. Tho 1t bgnify little whether the F x; 
ill 
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Alterations in the Article and Liturgy, and the Diſgrace of the 
Rubric, were or were not from a change of opinzons, 1o long as the 
Do&trine of the Church was changed ; tho, this I grant may well 
be, and the other not, according to the gloſs of ſubſcribing, not 
with afjent, but for peace ;, and, tho too, tis a ſtrange caſualty for 
Dives, remarkable tor reſolution and famous for 7mmutability, 
to Hit their ſentiments as ordinarily as the Hoom does her appear- 
ances; yet the Proof brought, that thoſe Drumes did not 1matate 
. Cranmer in compliance and ſubmiſſion of judement to the preſent 
Poſjeſjor of White-Hall, is no more than an heap of this cMint- 
/ter's conjeftures ftrmpt with the ſuperſcription of a Ratzonal ar- | ; 
count - when-as Dr. Heylm, equal to Dr. Burnet 1n abilities and f| q 
induſtry, and incomparably more honeſt than that perfidious Fu- | gj 
gurye, reports; © that the changes were made, lelt in excludinga Þ p 
* carnal Preſence they [the Drvmes ſure | might be thought to rc- 
* ject ſuch a Pea preſence, as was defended in the writings of the 
*Anzzent Fathers.-- Nor 1s the deſign of reconciling Parties inconli- Þ 1 
itent with a change of opinions. A-compreber/ron-affair may be || þ 
purſucd by Real Preſence-men, as well as Zauing/tans. As to the | x 
Copy of Articles peruſed by Dr. Barnet, and out of him mentioned | | 
P-$- $8. we lay agaun that 1t ought to be concluded from that 


; aſed 
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raſed Monument rather that the Druines ad, than did rot, change 
their Opinions ; for he, that reverſes a ſabſcriprion voluntarily, 
15s likelzer to have altered his re/o/247704, than to have retain'd it; 
eſpecially, when induced to expurge, what had bin agreed on, by 
an Authority, whereto by the Principle of Zay-Supremacy , lately 
:lumed by the Prince, and ſubmitted to by 7hemelves, their juds- 
ments were to conform, and whole ſentiments in Religion they 
were to believe and profeſs, For Queen Z#1:zabeth had by a dread- 
ful example jult then told the world, ( as after ſhe had like to 
have done 1n the Lamberh-Articles-Afarr,) that She would not 
tear the Church, but (tho a woman ) be heard by it in matters of 
Faith; and would neither conſult 4e77h, nor follow , but con- 
troll and preſcribe-to Conwcations 1n cauſes of meer Religion. Had 
She not refuſed to hear the voice of the who/e Clergy in her 
fr/t and the /a/ Canonical Convocation? In a Convocation acting. 

ecably not only to the inſtitution of Chri/tianity and rules of 

e Catbolick Church, but of all other Convocarzons that ever were 
m the Natzon, (unleſs a few in Her. 8. and Ew. 6. time); in a 
Corvecation acting according to all Laws Ecclefiaſtical and Civil 
then in force in this —_ and repreſenting the Church of 
England by Law eſtabliſhed. How then could its Declaration «be 


illegal, as the Refleffer on the Fiiftorical Part of the Fifth part of . 


Charch-Government p. $2. will needs eſteem it? What? could 
the Qacex under a penalty juitly prohibit them the uſe of thar 
Aathority both Chrit, and the Laws of the Land, had ſetled on 
them alone ? If this were not Zyramy, where ſhall im/tances of it 
be found ? But that Reverend and Catholick Aſſembly underftood 
both its own power and awzy better than ſo, and deſpiſing the 7em- 
feral terrors, that only a Tyrant in that caſe would threaten, and 
a Per(ecutor execute, diſcharged it ſelf with conftancy, as became 
men entruſted with the fouls of the Nation, tho deprivation were the 
reward of their Confefſton. Her new and para/ttical cMmiſters 
onder{tood then what they muſt 4, and that for that very end 
She had raiſed them up, even to 74k, and af#, at her appoint- 
menrc, | 


In return to the conjefZures, wherewith the Anſwerer ſtrives to 
blanch o're a foul defet#ion from the Carholick faith, we will relate 
how we apprehend Re/rgroms affairs were managed. At &dward 
the S:xths coming to rhe Crown the Dodrine of the Church of 
England was a ſubFantial Preſence ; the'manner of that Preſence 
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was Tranſubantiation : but, thro the Ambition and Avarice of 
Governing Parties, ſome quickly began to conteſt and forſake 
91s Faith; vet by degrees, rejecting. fr/t the manner, and after. 
wards the Preſence ; being ailiſied in this Apotaſy by a few, and 
oppoled by oft of the Clergy and Laity ; hence, tho there were 
AlJemblies and deliberations had, yet, no Canonical determimations 
pats'd, or are extant, unleſs ſuch approbarions may be deemed Sy. 
2odical, that were obtained by terrors and deprivations of man 

the molt-emzinent Biſhops and dignified 0997" ant for reluCting 
at what derogated from Chr:/tian 7 ruth and Church Authority. All 
was done by the conduct and influence of the ev/ Spirit, and net- 
ther Scripture nor Antiquity rightly conſulted or oblerved ; onl 

Herein the a//zzence and craft of thoſe deſtroying Reformer mul 
to their eternal infamy be own'd, that they diltinguiſhed ports 1m- 
mediately obſtructing their gain, and licentiouſnels, from others 
more indifferent, rejecting chiefly ſuch as debarred them from 
ſpoiling the Church, and gratifying their ſenſual appetites. Thus, 
as ſuperſtitious , or 1dolatrous, prayer for the Faithful deceaſed, 
(that Chanzerzes, the «Maſe, that na ge wt Altars, &c, might 
be alienated) came to be reformed: thus, the Sacrament of Pe. 
ance, (olemn Faſtings and Celibacy of Prieſts, &c, (that both Clergy 
and Zaity might indulge themſelves, as their luſts ſuggeſted, in 
luxury and impenitence) fell to the ground. Not 7r#7h, nor any 
con/ideration of Chriſtians either at home or abroad, but /bert:nſm 
and filthy lucre. were then the rule of this anjuſtifiable Reforma- 
71on, wherewith the majority of Chriftians, as well of England as 
of the whole world, could not chooſe but be, and actually were, 
{candalized. But how ſhould better come of Cranmer's intermed: 
lings? It was that Cranmer, who for flattery, luſt, inconſlancy, 
gratitude , treaſou, and moit damnable Hobbiſm, utterly per 
nicious to the bezug of a Church, deſerves the mve&trues and exe 
crations of all Pofterity. 

But now under Queen Z/:zabeth, other Circumſtances. are to 
be conſider'd, why ſome of the Godly innovations under Edward 
the Sixth were not revived. For firſt, She was rather of her 
Father's than Somerſet's Religion ; believ'd and praftis'd 7nvocariom 
of Saints ; approv'd of mages in Churches; was no Admirer ol 
Clerical Marriages; nor yet very fond of her new Power of St 
premacy (viven her by Proteftants,that ſhe might requite them with 
a Church and a Creed), much lets of that foreign Drug, Zumgla- 


z!/m ; proſelling on all occaſions her firm adherence to a 7 wy 
Le 
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Preſence. However, to fortifie the weakneſs of her T tle, that 
had been Queſtion'd by Catholics, and Condemn'd by Proteſtants, 
he was periwaded to reſtore the S$chi/m begun, and aflume the 
Spremacy extorted, by her Father ; but, for alterations in other 
punts meerly DoEtrinal, Proteſtants do confeſs her ſomewhat 7e/ly, 
reſenting her z7ep:zd proceedings with warm Conzamehles, and moſt 


bein. 


virulent reproaches ; which ſhews, that her pleaſure, ſecurity, or 
mtcreſt, not their extravagances, was the meaſure whereby Rel/r- 
gu was fſertled ; and that Conſczence did a little, rho Policy more, 
fluence ranſafions. She qualified the 7 7ze, but not the Power 
or Uſe of Supremacy, extending it as far as either her Father or 
Brother had done. She did perhaps deſire to a#ze the Nation ; 
but, I ſuppoſe, it was in that Faizh ſhe held, and the majority of 
the Nation with her, otherwiſe ſhe was put upon a very odd 
method of Unzon; it being eaſier to bring a few to cloſe with 
what's ſetled, or leaſt removed from 2zf, than to convert a 924/0- 
rity, from an old eſtabliſhed Rehjgion, ro embrace the contradictory 
nuelties of a few. Thus ſhe 1ſetled her Religion, and whatever 
(like Zeroboam ) ſhe dewrſed out of her own heart; and it cont1- 
nued, without any viſible alteration, by Authorzty, till. the #e- 
turn of Charles 11. when Proteſtants being about to repair what 
their Brethren had endeayour'd to demoliſh , the Puritans at 
the Savoy-Conference 1661,amongſt other cunning demands, where- 
by both the Dod7rine and Diſcipline of the Church of England were 
undermin'd, inſerted the reſtoring of the Black Rubrick 1nto fa- 
your : but were anſ{wer'd, that 77 was not in Queen Z/:zabeth's 
Liturgy, nor confirm'd by Law, nor needful. However, that weal- 
thy Faction's obliging ?mportunities, or pretence of mighty /a7is- 
faftion that 1t would give to Dyfſenters, overcame, 1t not the 
Clergy, yet a potent Favourite ; and ſo with a few emendarions, 
too {light as ſome, ſufficient as others thought, to ſave the Church's 
Doftrime, this goodly F-noticon ſtole into the Liturgy. Stole mto 
t, I fay, 1f with the connivance of any, yet with the ſcandal of 
the beſt of the Clergy; who, on all occaſions, expreſt their 4/{z4e 
of it, as truly inconſiſtent with their Fazth, and without thas 
effe&t,either of gaining other Se&arzes to their promiſcuous Com- 
munion, as was pretended, or {blling their c/amors and a1ſgujts 
againſt ence/img at the Communion. And this, I am perſwaded, 1s 
& moſt impartial and exadCteſt acconnr, that matter of fat yeilds 
of the Znglfh gidameſs, toſſings, and variations 1n matters of Ke- 
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 Pag. 153. F.21. New theſe | Exceptions againſt founding an Ar. 

ticle of Faith on a Philoſophical Maxim | bermg moſt of them 

founded on the former mitaken Notion of the Real Preſence, gy, 
That the D:ſcourſer's Notion of the Real Preſence was the ſame 

the Church of England has afſlerted 1s evidenc'd ; the Minifer's 

Replies therefore are wnſatisfattory ; and it was rightly inferr' 

from the high Expreflions uſed by the Members of that Commu 

707 concerning the ZuchariFt ( as, that 'tis an meffable Myſtery, 

full of Miracles ;, incomprehenſible to, not to be meaſured by, ſenſe 
or reaſon, xc.) that they believed ſomething in at /eemmg/y | this 

word was omitted by the "Tranſcriber | oppe/ize 7o humane rea. 

fon. But whether the word were omitted or no ; Wot 70 be agree. 
abſe to human Reafon, to captivate the mind, to be wes AP" a 

to men's wit, to do violence to the Principles of Natural and Super. 

natural Philofephy ( Proteſtant language concerning this Sacrament 

and other Mylteres, ) are not far thort of oppoſere and contra: 

difory to human Reafon: So that a Revelation, clear and evident, 
mult be ſubmitted-to, according to Cavin and Biſhop 7 ayhr, tho 
7t agree not with Reaſon, tho 1t propoſe ſomething imcomprehens 
ble, and which does violence to it. Neither 1s it a matifeſt com 
tradittion, that a Natural Body fhould be in more places than Ont 
at the ſame time ; but manifellty 0 contradiftion, as all that know 
the Pres of Oppoſition mult confeſs. That the ſame Boay fhowd 
be in aplace, and not i that place at the ſame time, 1s a contradiction, 
Bur 747s is a Propoſition very wide from the o7her : To be and 
not to be, 1s not equivalent to: that, To be here and elſewhere im: 
whereby the faihwre of what the Anfiwerey writes againſt rhe 
fecond Obſervation p. 80. l. 14. 1s manifeſt : For, there may be ſuch 
things as perfed# contradifticns known to us, and yet all that feems 
ro be {oro ſome, upon? feverer ferutiny may prove not ſo to 2hem, 
or to ſharper Tudements, The mftance 1s belove us; Even t6 
this very «Mmz5ter that ſeems x conrradif#ion which 1s none. The 
utmoſt force of Nature, nuch more of Ommporenes , is not fo 
ealily comprehended, as confident ( who commonly are the leak 
experienc d and adverting ) wen boaſt: The more we enquire into 
fem, the more ſenfible ſhall we be of the warrowneſs of our know 
kdg, and ſhortneſs of aur faculties ; efpecially , when we retle& 
tow modeſty perſons of vaſt experience, of very capacious and 
tmprov'd' meects, fuch as Biſhop' Forbes. ye. have ſpoken 18 
the /ame cafe, 'That we arc unable, in all oppo/itions, to difcerth 
the 


Appenary 7. 


the Zrue 4;tance, and whether it amount to a real contradiction 
orno; and therefore God may do, what may ſeem to us impoſſible, 
15 well by his ordzmary, as abſolute, Power. Whereupon, in points 
dfiruſe, where there appears /eemimg contrradiftions on the one 
haud, and a Revelation on the other, this con/ederation, attended 
by a juſt deference to infinite Power, ought to move us to cap- 
inate our underſtandings, and neglect the objedrons, from nature 
and reaſon, being joytul to exert the humility of our eMinds, and 
t0 demonſtrate, we meaſure not the 71menſe Majeſty of our Crea- 


tr by our ſcfves, his worthleſs pozſherds. This thought, 1o be- 
coming a Creature, doubtleſs inttructed Dr. 7 aylor and ozhers, to 
ponuſe their af/ents to a plain Revelation, notwithſtanding any 
pnetended Contradiftions from Senſe or Reaſon : Not becauſe they 
lancy'd there could be no ſuch Reve/atzon, but becauſe they knew 
themſelves mmcomperent Fudges of poſſibility ;, and believ'd God can 
do what 1any may conceit unfea/ible , whillt more conceited men 
(what Pride 1s this!) will proteſt be cannot. 


Pag. 83. 1. 10. --1f by Zuinghaniſm be means, &yc. a meer Com- 
memoration, gyc. Were we inclin'd to judge of this Mmiſter's 
gp1m0u, concerning the ZXuchari/t, by his Fewiſh -method of ex- 
punding the uature of it im general, p. 1. he muſt paſs with 
us for a Socinian; One that believes the Zuchariſt to be a meer 
Commemoration. Did the Paſſover contain or confer Grace? Was 
it more than a memorial of the 7ſrae/ites Deliverance out of E- 
wt? And what Scripture does he produce, that tells him clearly, 
that the Euchariſt contains or confers Grace, or i1 only, without our 
Lord's ſubſtance? Nay further, to convince him of his zmpru- 
dnce (to ſpeak no harſher in ſo heinons a miſcarriage ) 1n pre- 
ferring the Synagogue before the Church for his Guide in expli- 
ating a Chriſtian Sacrament, p. . 1. 20. Does he not 1n plain 
terms conclude for this _ ſort of the Sacramentary Hereſie 
elſewhere diſown'd ? His words are, ---< So was this Holy Eu- 
*chariſt eſtabliſht upon the Analogy which we have ſeen to 
"the Paſchal Supper, whoſe place 1t fupphes, and whoſe Cere- 
*monics 1t ſo exactly retains, that it ſeems only to have height- 
*ned the deſign, and chang'd the application to a more excellent 
"Remembrance. What 1s this elſe, but the refrmed/t Zumpla- 
1/m, but that very Socmmzaniſm which in this 83d page 1s not 
alow'd? Bur it this ©Mzmiſter think ſuch a collef7on from one 
period too rigorous and captious, I may challenge him to ſhew 
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any other ſence can be put on zz, or on the whole paralle] for 
fix or ſeven pages, drawn between the Paſchal Lamb and the 
Lord's Supper. We meet with no more than Remembrance, Com. 
memoration, ſhewing the Lord's Death, and not a 1ſyllable of grace 
or benefit; and indeed his para/icl, without /trammg, would not 
reach zhither. A Socarran might have compoſed, and may fuh. 
{cribe, that /utroduton, without any injury to his erroneous 
ſentiments concerning the Zuchariſt. Theſe arc the dreadful con. 
ſequences of 1mmoderate heats againita Doetrme, which we con. 
fute becauſe we hate. Y. a 

Tbid. 1. 14. --1f by Zumglianiſm he underitands ſuch a Real pre. 
fence &c. nor ſhall we be aſhamed to own it &c. Why not? ſeeing 
whar he owns 1s at beſt but the Sacramentary Doctrine. A Do- 
Etrine diſown'd by the genuine Sons of that Church. wherein he 
is a Mmiſter, and by the Church it ſelf never countenanced, till 
the Puritan Sect prevailed in it. A Doctrine novel, and therefore 
without Ground 1n either Scrzprure or Fathers. A Doetrimne fad 
to begin with the curioſities of Erizena, ( Sun? oy alive quy w 
eum novitatibus deleftantes, unde fibi manes comparant rumuſculi, 
contra fidet Catholice veritatem dicunt, vis. guod Sacramenta Al. 
taris non verum corpus t ſanents ſint Dommi, ſed tantum memoria 
veri corports by ſanguinis ejus. FHimcm. m EL. de Pradeft.) a vagrant 
Buffon 1n the 9th, and revived and retratted by Ferengar:us 1 
the 11th Age. Broacht again by Caro/oſtadius, or Occolampadins, 
as ſome ſay, or by Zrninghns, a Spirit black or white ( he knew 
not which) ſuggeſting it in a dream, as himſelf ſays. [But ſare- 
ly 1 Cor. 10. 16. is literally for this creditable Dottrine : | 1o tar 
from being ſo, that tis /izerally againft it, it Biſhop Co/mns, cited 
below, had the gift of zuterpreting. This Anſwerer mult not 
think himſelf able to conclude from that Scripture, Orr Lord's 
foay 1s communicated by Grace , but with much more reaſon, I 
will colle&, that its Subſtance 15 communicated alſo; inaimuch as 
the communication of a Body 1s more likely to imply the commu: 
nication of its Subſtance with the attendent properties , than of 
theſe withoat 1t. 


Pag. 84.1.8. 7 will cloſe this Diſcourſe with a plain and familiar 
exumple : --- A Father makes his laft Will &c. This familhar ex- 


«1þle does not accord with Biſhop Co/'s Dottrine, H1ft. Tran. 


P- 43- where he writes, ---< We do not ſay, that in this holy 
* Supper, we are partakers of the fruit only of the Death and 
Pallion 
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«Paſſion of Chrift, but join the ground with the fruits which ac- 
Grue to us from It, aſſerting with the Apoſtle, x Cor. To. 16. The 
« Bread, gc. yea, 1n that ſame {ubltance which he afſum'd in the 
&Virgin's Womb, and which he carried to Heaven, in this only 
« differing from the Papitts, that they believe this eating and con- 
& junCtion to be made in 198” Aut not 1n any natural or corporal 


& manner , but yer as truly as if we were naturally or corporally 
«10in'd to Chrift.--- How different 1s this Dottrime from whar 
the Mmiſter would inculcate by his Alluſion ? tho indeed that al- 
lnſion, if purſued, will convey us directly to a ſub/tantial preſence - 
for the ill is never perfetly accomplith'd, nor obtain'd, till the 
Son have Sez/in and corporal poſ/e/ſion of the Land bequeathed; that 


is, the ſubFtance as well as 777/e of it. Now the Promiſe of giv- 
mg his Boay 1s our Lord's Will, or ——— to the wrizten 
Inftrument, but the atZual giving of his Body to us ( as St. Gregory 
Nyjen, { Qai ſua poteſtate cantta diſponit, non ex proattione ſibi 1nm- 
pendentem neceſſitatem , non Fudeorum quaſi preedonum impetum, 
non iniguam Pilati ſententiam expettat, ut corum malitia fit commus- 
ns hominum ſalutgg principimm ty cauſa ; ſed conjilio ſuo antevertit, 
& arcano ſacrificii genere, guod ab hominibus cernt non poterat, ſe- 
ſum pro nobrs hoſtiam offert, &y vietimam immolat , Sacerdos ſimul 
exiſtens fy Aenus Det, ile qui mund! peccatum tollit. Onando id 
preftitit ? cum corpus ſuum Diſcipulis congregatis edendum Gy ſan- 
guimem bibendum preebut ; tunc aperte declarauit Aent ſacrificium. 
fameſſe perfeffum. Nem viftime corpus non et ad edendum idoweum 
ft antmatum ſit : quare cum corpus edendum ty fangumem bibendum 
Diſcipulis exhibuit, jam arcana &y non aſpetabilt ratione corpus erat 
immolatum, ut ipſius myſterium peragentis poteſtati collibuerat, oy 
anima 1n illis erat in quibus eadem illa potcſtas illam —— S. 
Greg. Nyll. in prima Orat. de reſar.Dom.} and St. Augnſiim. | Fere- 
batur enim Chriſtus in manibus ſuis, quando commenaans ipſum cor- 
pus ſuum, ait, Foc eft corpus menm. Fercbat enim illud corpus it 
manibus ſuis. S. Ang. concione 1. in Pf. 33.) affirm, he did it to his 
Diſciples in the Inſtitution of the Zuchari/t) anſwers the entrmg 


on the Eſtate. The former renders us but Heirs ; this, /uberitors. 


allo. 


Pag.86.1.15, For the dv&frine of the Charch of England | againlt 
Adoration | we ſha/l need go 19 further than the Rubrick &c. It 
the preſent Church of England, in compliance with the black Ru- 
brick (this Miniffer's only publick eyidence, ſuch as 1t 2s, ag 
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both a Subſtantial preſence and Adoration) muſt be concluded to 
geny Adoration, from its beginning it did not ſo; and in 1660 it 
could not be faid, the Church of England by Law eſtablifh'd can. 
demns Adoration ; no Teſt, no Rubrick, was then extant, no Penal 
Las ( whereto the e/tabl;ſhment as well as original of their, 
Church 1s to be aſcribed) conſtraining any man to fubſcribe with, 
or without conſent, a vi//azous flander upon the whole Church of 
God, upon the Lutherans and themſelves too, till the Return of 
King Charles 77. and ſince, the contrary hath bin both ſara, printed, 


and pradZiſed by the genuine Sous of the Church of Eng /and, why 


regarded the Rubric no more than the re/? of 7hat communtion do 
the Fa/ts, and other ceremonzes, injoyn'd them by the ſame Zur. 


of 875-1.27. Now to this 7 ſhall at preſent only ſay, That the 


Suppo/ition being abſurd does not admit of a rational conſideration &. 
Here he aflerts 1t z-2p9//ible for Chrilt's bogy to ex:#7, or to be pre. 
ſent, except in the circumſtances, and cloathed with all the ordi- 
nary properties of a Body, and conſequently mult dsbe/zeve, not 
only that the boares of Saints at the Reſurrefton ſhall neither 
marry, nor be given in marriage, not need nouriſhment &c, but be 
as the Angels impaſſuble &c. and ſo either deny a Heaven, or ad- 
mit a Mahometan Paradiſe ; but alſo queſtion our Lord's reſarre- 
&10u, the fone unrelled from the mouth of the Sepulcher, and his 
entrance mto the room the door being ſhut, and beſides, cenſure St. 
Paul's Spiritual boay as abſurd. Could our Zord's boay rite from 
the Grave thro a Stone, and enter a cloſe Room ad modum corps 
715? If not, then this Auſwerer muſt either retra&t this pa//age, 
as an affront to Fazh, or, Socinian-hlike, rejeat the Scripture A is 
tying this, becauſe abſurd to his low and 1mpure conceptions : but 
1f 1t could, and did, then where are our Minter, and his vain Phi- 
/oſophy? It he has known ſome admitting the Suppoſition, That 
our Lord's Boay may be preſent, and not after the ordinary ſenſible 
manner of Corporal preſence , and yet reſolving againſt adoration of 
zt, ſuch oppoſe what this man concedes 1n the firſt Suppo/itzon, un- 
leſs he grant acoratzon due to the corporeal manner of Chriſt's pre- 
ſence, and not to Chriſt himſelf. 


Pag. 88-I 13. -/ preſume it was then in the times of Popery ; 
for ſince the Reformation, I have ſhewn before, that ſhe always held 
7he contrary, | viz. That our Lord's preſence in the Eucharilt is 
not adorable. | In the molt flouriſhing Proteſtant times, an wr 
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rable preſence was believed and profeſt by Biſhop Andrews, de. 
puted by the Zead of the Enghſh Church to declare her fenti- 
ment 1n this matter; He 1s not therefore to be confidered as a 


private Doftor or Biſhop, but as the month of the Church, and pre- 


ſumed to know, and neither to fallify nor oppoſe, her Dofrine 
or prafFice. How came this Man to more $k1ill and authority In 


expounding the Doftrine of the Church of Zngland than that very - 


karned Biſhop? Did King Fames 77. depnte you to expound 
it? What reaſon do_you allign, why I mult diſcredit Biſhop 
Andrews, and acquieſce in your expo/etzon? I cannot foreſee how 


you can prove your ſelf more 4one/t, more able, more authentich ,” 
{ than that exzraordimary Biſhop was. But, what does that arcarate 


Plemipotentiary publith ? Does he fence and ſeek ſubterfuges, as 
dreading or bluſhing to tell his 7houghts ? No, his expreſſions 
are with af/arance and perſpicuity. He proclaims to the world that 
the Ang | James I. | believed and adored our Lord truly preſent 1n 
the Euchariſt, and, we | Church of Zg/and-men | with Ambroſe 
adore the fleſh of Chriſt in the myſteries ; and with Auſtin wwe av not 
eat the ye ho firſt adoring it. Did Biſhop Andrews ſpeak 
true, or did he not ? It he 47d, then the Anſwerer ſpeaks whey 
falſe ; if he did not, why may we not rejett a Proteſtant Mmiſter's 
teflimony, when iuch a Biſhop's 1s fo taray ? What adoration Pro-. 
teſtants render to the D/vme Majeſty in their other Religions offices, 
we are not at Jeifure to enquire ; but, that in 7hzs of the Encha- 
rift, the Biſhop, and King, and conſequently their Church, adored 
the Fleſh of Chrift, ts to any one of modeſty and candor unden1a- 
ble. "They adored as Se. Ambroſe and St. Aultin adored ; which 
was juſt 187 the ſame manner, and 1n the leif ſame degree, as the Ca- 
thilick Charch adores at this day. Thoſe Fathers gave ſovereign 
wor fhip to the Fleſh, to the natural fleſh of Chriſt , ſub/tantially- 
prefent in the Eachariſt, and Fippoſtatically anzted to his Soul and 
Dryinity : Our Diſpute then with this F1nier 1s about the ado- 
ratiomof Chriſt himſelf, 1t about the adorazzon of his Fleſh, unlefs, 


j lus Narares and Perſor be ſeparable. 


Pag, 89. 1.15. --Bat is he ſure the Biſhop meant fo? [1.: 


that Biſhop Tayhr meant, we worſhip the Body or Fleſh of | 


Chriſt. | Yes, He 1s ſure thar Aurhor meant the Flefh of Chris! 
r. Becaufe the fame Biſhop (Real Pre/. p. 144.) lays, We weorlhip 
the Fleſh of Chrift im the Myſteries exhibiting 1t to our ſouls, 


2. Becauſe the Adio zt /elf-is net adorable ; the words then 
| muit 
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mult either intend the fleſh of Chriff, or, What do they ſignify ? 
What 1s it the ſhop worſhips in the venerable «ſages of the 
./iens? Not the /rens; yet, Divine Honor 1s given, given then e1- 
ther to #0:47ng, or to the fleſh of Chriſt in the myſteries. 3. Be- 
cauſe the /7:/bop 18, conlidering St. Ambroſe's te$#1mony, for adormg 


the fleſh of Chriſt in the myſteries ; and waving the uſual refuges of 


the 7ze/timony being ſpurious, or a Rhetorical flight , &c. he ac. 
knowledges that his pou worlhips as St. Ambroſe did. Certain. 
ly then do have the fame chyject, pay the ſame ſervice, and at 
the like ſolemn occaſtons , 1.C. ſovereign adoration to the fleſh of 
Chriſt in the »yfterzes, for this St. Ambroſe undoubtedly per. 
form'd. And what if this Pſbop (according to his native con- 
{tancy) 1n another book recede from this, was it therefore none 
of his thought when this was written? Can his dictating cor- 
trary elſewhere alter the ſence of what was ſaid long betore? 


Pag. 90. 1. 6. --Smce 7 have read of a Proteſtant Miniſter &c. 
Very faithfully tranſlated ! 7 he «Mmiſter was permitted (ſays the 
Anſwerer ) 7o exerciſe the funitions of his Mimiltry as before. "Tis 
talſe, ſays the Margent, He was.not to preach any thing againſt 
the belief of the true Church, nor to celebrate the Supper. Thus 
the Man's Margent contutes his Text, and his Tranſlation quar:- 
rels with the Orzeznal. 

Ibid. 1. 15. ---4s for Biſhop Forbes, and the Archbiſhop of Spa- 
lato, zf 7s not to be wondred, if men that had entertain'd the deſn 


' of reconciling all Parties, were forced to ſtrain ſometimes a little fur- 


ther than was fit, &c. An Anſwer very ſolidand very charitabk, 
For firlt, 1s not this a conceſſion, that theſe Proteitant Biſhops 
allowed adoration, or, what was the /itle further than was fit 
that they were forced 7oftraim? Next, here's another 7ezreat to 
the Pacifick Humor, to evade paſ/ages out of theſe Authors, not 
propoled as terms of agreement, or abatements to be yeilded, or 
winkt at 1n order to an 407, but as certain #147hs, juſtly main- 
taind by the one /aae, and perverily denied by the ozher - the 
rotations are true, and they are concluſive, but now the end, and 
{s the au7hority, of the Authors mult come into contempt, and 
their de/ten overthrow their evidence. But what? Ts commiat- 
= and defending 7dv/atry (as they do, if this man be in the 
right) in them but /training a little more than is fit, and in 45a 
£rme ncycrto be ſuthciently azgravated ? 
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Pag. 01.1.1. Yll be himſelf allow every thing to be the Do- 
Brine &c. "The Diſconrſer allows that to be the DodFrine of the 
Cathoſic& Church, which fhe, not which any private Door with- 
out her allowance, declares to be ſo; and ſuppoſes, tho nor 
Biſhop 7 aylor, yet Biſhop Audrews and King Fames to be of like 
authority, with the genuine Sons of the Church of Zyxgland, as a 
Council 18 with us. The reaſon 1s ; becaule the Fead of the Fne- 
kþ Church hath all that Spiritual Power any Zccle/raſtical perſon 
or perſons ever challenged or exercifed in England, and may de- 
kgate 1t, as the A7rg did to Biſhop Andrews 11 this cale. 


It the cMHmiſter had told us where St. 7 homas, Paludannus, and 
Catherme, aſſure him, 'trzs /dolatry to Adore an unconſecrated Feſt 
thro mi/take, we might have nadertivad what ſpecres of 7avlatry 
they had efteem'd 1t, ſince Proteſtants have lately dilcover'd a 
damnable, and a ſaving ſort, of Tdolatry ; tor, it of the later kind, 
the danger incurr'd by an mvimcble miſtake 1s 1nconfiderable. 
However, this we may learn thence, That thoſe Doctors did not 
hold either the ſ#ub/tance, or accidents, of the Hot unconſecrated 
Adorable ; nor did Adore either of them in an Hoſt conſecrated ; 
but ſomething elſe that by Corfecration became preſen? in the 
Euchariſt : unleſs we can imagine they had there 7wo objeers ado- 
rable F or made Chri/t, and what remam'd after Conſecration, but 
Mme Ih1mg. X 

The «<HMzrmter had dealt more ingenuouſly too, if he had nam'd 
the ſeveral of our Writers that —_ our Adoration a worſe 1dola- 
try than any Heathens were ever guilty-of ;, becauſe the Perſon, 
to whom that 1s imputed, 1s abus'd, if all be true the ſer to 
Dr. «More tells us, p. 47- v7. That the Doctor miſtook Co/teras 
his Ground of confefling at ſuch a rate, and moreover foilted-1n 
Tranſubſtantiation which 1s not there : Cofterus arguing only thus ; 
It the zrue Body of Chriſt be not in the Euchart , Chriſt has 
dealt unworthily with his Charch, ftail'd of his engagements 79 


kad her into all truth and holineſs ; and on the contrary, ſeduc'd 


her, by his own words, to a fundamental 7»prety ; whereupon 
he could not be a 7rue Chriſt, and ſbe muſt have worſhipt not only 
a true” objefF where it 1s not, but an /mps/tor allo, and an objett 
abſolutely incapable of ſuch Honour ; becauſe Chriſt mult then 
be, not only a meer Creature, but as cMahomet or Satan, one ol 


the worſt of Creatures. 
Fs | Tvid. 
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Thid. I. 8. For the Dofrine of the Church of Rome, 7 find it thy; 
clearly ſet down in the Council of Trent, &@. We underſtand 
why he chuſes to give our DoCtrine out of the Chapter rather 
than out of the Canon. Tt 1s not his way to repreſent our Po:nts 
with the 72247 /ide outward; but, if He will be ſo equal as to 
accept of ſuch anſwers as himſelf hath often given, the mj 
he raiſes before his Reader's Eyes, will be quickly diſpel[d: 


For, if the /ixth Canon of the ſame Szff1on may interpret the | 


fifth Chapter, the iHufton 1s eſcap'd ; if it may not, why has he fo 
often vexed us with Repes of the ſame nature which he deſpiſcg? 
His 7ran/latton too of the Chapter is not accurate; and, tho I dif. 


cern no great advantage got by this 1ll ver/zon, yer his whole car. | 


riage in this controver/te is ſo uuhandfom, that I fear I ought to 
complain rather of his /azcerizty than Learnimg. Is qguin. exhibe. 
au? render'd well, ou2ht to grve? Or, Negue enim ideo minus et 
adorandum quod fucrit a Chriſto D. ut ſumatur, inſ/titutum, done 
rightly into for z? 7s nevertheleſs to be adored, becauſe it was in. 
ftitnted by owr Lord ChrifT, that it might be recerw'd? This is not 
the ſenſe of that Claufe, but rather thus; 77 zs wot the bef to be 
Adored, tho it were inflituted by our Lord Chriſt to be Received 
This to ſhew the «<Mimifter's Trauſtlating Talent. Now for his 


Arguing ; That (according to this Council) 7s 70 7 Pour wn] 
tnat 


which Chrift inFituted to be receiv'd. Right; He mni7:tuted 

his Boay, Sacramentally exiſting, ſhould be recerued, and this the 
Council ſays may be wor fhipped.--- Aud in which they beheve Chrift 
to be preſent. Falſe. Not z*, wherein Chrilt 1s preſent, but 
Chrift, preſent 1n it, 1s Zhat the Council fays may be Azord. 


Bur, Sir, to expoſtulate with you a while for your 7reachoros 
method : Why did you pick out the chaprer, and not the conn, 
to ſhew our audonbted Doffrine? Were you not aware there was 
ſuch a cancn , where our Faith was comain'd as wadoub ted, 
and. more preci/ely, even above the cawd and miſunderſtanding of 
enher the cMalzenant, or thee they Teduce? Was it becauſe you 
would have been depriv' d of a convenience to deiude your Peo- 


pte ; the complex and ambiguous terms, Sacrament or Foft | 2s | 


you fondly expreſs our Doctrine ) there affording you no faila- 
cies > The canon does exclude all your pretences, that we Adore 
the /ymbo!s or ſpecies with Divine worſhip, which you would 
inſinuate by your calling our Adoration, ar Adoration of the Sa- 
Tament or Ffoft : Tho thele rerms, as Mr, 7 horndike obſerves, 


ſug- 


| Appendix 7. 
ſuggeſt to ſuch as make not cavilling their buſineſs, no other 
than the adoraz:0n of our Lord in the Sacrament. Did you not per- 
uſe, what 1s written from F. Iz. to $. 17. in the 2d.:Treazie, on 
urpoſe to vindicate our DoCtrine from Dr. Taylor's and Dr. Sti/- 
ng fleets comments, and prevent ſuch 7zric&s as you now play ? 
Will no Auſwer's ſatisty you, no cantons retrench your exorbi- 
tances, but {t1]] ſuch w/d and malicious and fergned notions mull be 
repeated by every /tile ſmatterer in Theolkgy, as it never expoſed 
by us; and all this to ingratiate with the velzar, grow famons, 


J and obtain plura/izies, Sine-cares, and Digmittes, for {uch ſervice 
| -_ Popery ? Are you ignorant that a Commci/ may expreſs it 


elt Jes or more di/tinetly, or obſcurely, concerning a point, withour 
derogating from either 1ts authority or efallbilin as ſerving in 
the ove and failing in the other, unleſs whatever is determined 
by authority or nfallibility mult be equally perſpicuous, (1s Scrip/ere 
lo?) and all their chapters as exatt as their creeds? When you 
remember the Canon, are you remorſelefs for writing, that this 
Alertion ----by adoring the Sacrament, no more nor other 1s intended 
than adoring Christ in the Sacrament, mult paſs for a private opinion, 
not a Cartho/ick aſſertion? Wheie does the Diſcourſer ſeem to grant 
the Church's expreſſion zz4proper? Does he not on the contrary 


J tell you, that Soave and all humble Sons of the Charch are obliged to 
J take Zccle/raſtical /anguage, as well as Chr 


tian ſenſe, from her, 2. e. 
that her expreſſions with her interpretations are proper, tho in 
your 204th, attended with your perver/tons, they become a ſnare ? 
How many Zcc/e/zaftical phraſes has the Church bin conftrain'd ro 
profcribe thro this pravity of ſeducers, that imploy her orthodox 
terms to maintain or convey their 2mpzezies? That the ord 7s of 
hke ſubſtance to his Father, that our Þ. Laay rs the Mother of Chriſt, 
are ſentences capable of a ſound ſenſe, and might be uſed without 
[uſpiczon or offence till the Arians and Neſtorians miſ-1mploy d 
them. Thus 1t 1s with adoring the Sacrament or Feſt, the Church 
and Catholick Doftors have rightly uſed thele exprettions, and we 
all underſtand them accordingly ; but in Zu2/and, where they are 
wreſted to purpoſes the Church never dream't of, we jultly except 
againſt hem, and chooſe to deliver our ſelves 1ſo, as thall be molt 
lecure from ca/umny. When therefore you conteſt with us, exther 
take our 7&rms 1n our fenſe, or you beat the azy. 

As to Cardinal Pa/auicimi's words, they amount to ihis only ; 
that we are not to withold Adoration 10 a whole, whereof onely one 
part 1s ſavereiguly adorable, till the a” al parts exiſt ſepai ately ; fe 
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if ſo, we fhall never adore our Lord; they do not 1mport, .7hat jy 
adoring the whole, we give ſovereign worſhip to the ſpecies, or own 
them to have any mo7rve for, or to be the end of, fuch Adoration, 
for we do not allow /o much to our Lord's Humanity abltrattedly 
conſidered, much leſs to his Garments or the Sacramental veils. 
Wherefore if by Sacrament and Hoft, this Anſwerer would mean 


0.0008 


what-the Church does, the res Sacramentz, our Lord ſacrameyn. 
tally exiſting, we joyn ifſue with him, that tis our andoubred Do. 
&rine, That the Sacrament or Hoſt is adorable ; but 1f he intend 


otherwiſe, (as we haye too much occaſion to conclude he does) 


the Council 1n the very chapter cited by him, corrects his corrap. 


tion of our Dore, in adding to this purpoſe for her reaſon of 


adoring the Sacrament-- 2n the Sacrament T hat is adored, wherein 
there 1s an innate motive or excellence why we ſhould wor ſhip 1t, and 
which therefore alone can be the objeff and end of our worſhip ; for 
at this 1t aims 1n adding, --- For we believe the very ſame God pre. 
Sent in the Sacrament, of whom, at his introducing into the world, 
the Father ſaith, Let all the Angels adore him. So that this wile 
and ever to be reccived Synod, as it were foreſeeing that mey 
would ariſe ſpeaking perverſe things, prudently acquaints us with 
its ſenſe of adoring the Sacrament as ſoon as 1t had declared that 


xt may be done, ſtrait pointing to whom the worſhip 18 diredted, | 
and on whom terminated, on hm that 1s In it, not on 27 that fig. 


mifes and conceals him. * 


Pag. 903. 1. 28. 7 have fully ſhewn this new fancy to be neither the 
Deerrine of the Church of England, nor &c. Having granted the 
firit three Proteſtant conceſſions , he ſtands at the fourth upon a 
pretence, that he has already refuted the Anuzhor:tzes whereon it 
1s founded ; which 1s untrue, as 1s manifeſt above, where this 
Champion's atchievements are diſplayed, and revers'd : and beſides, 
to hack this fowrth Propoſition, new Authorities are annex'd from 


Biſhop Co/ms, Archbiſhop Framhbal, and Monſieur Dazlle, to | 


which he 1s mute, retiring from them without the leaſt notice or 
reflecton, 


Pag. 941-32. So that then with this Irmitation his | 5th) Propo/itin 
{that the» /##7herans adore} 7 preſume may be admitted &c. It the 
Anſwerer adhere to what he concedes p. gr. 93. (2. e. in the fir 
Sup-o/ation, and third Proteſtant conceſſion ) in conſequence of their 
9p1n1on, they all ought to adore, if they do not ; and Chemmitins 

agrees 
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zgrees as much, ſaying, Vo man denies it | adoration, ] bu# ſuch 
as with the Sacramentaries deny or doubt of the Preſence of Chriſt 
in the Supper. 


Pag. 95.1. 12. He are ready to admit zt | the 6th Conceſſion, 
That 7he belief of a Real preſence 1s not ſo crimmal as to oblige 
them to break communion, | always ſuppoſing, that the belief offi 
had not bin preſſed &c. Then the Proteſtants have generally mil. 
taken their buſineſs in ſpending their raiZery hitherto, not on 
the miſchief of 27p9/770n, but chiefly on the erroneouſneſs of our 
tenets, and enormity of our pratzices, as both very deltruftive to 
ſalvation ; and Dyſenters do well to infilt on the hemmonſneſs of in- 
joyning, as a Zcrm of communion, what they can diſcern: to be no 
mas than humane inventions. It the belief of a Real preſence 
be no ſuch pernicious corruption, neither can Adoration that fol- 
lows upon 27 : how then can the zmpoſizion of ſuch mmconſiderable 
things outweigh 1n guilt a rupture of Catholick communion, and 2 
violation of charity, together with all the deadly /ms of Fanaticiſm 
and enmzty, ſpringing from dzviſron and /ooſneſs ? The pornts are 
almoſt harmleſs and maifferent ( our Adverlaries confeſs; ) but 17 
impoſed as a neceſſary Article of communion, and the arſabedien? 
anathematized, then the Church may be defied, and the be/zef and 

rafFice become 1o criminal, as to juſtify a ſeparator ( ſuppoſe of 
one Minifter) from al Chriſtians. So that when the Fazth and cw#- 
ſtoms of the Catholick Church give no colour for a S$hi/m, the cx- 
erciſe of her Authority may ; and ſhe becomes as. an heathen or 2 

ublican, for requiring ſuch to hear ber, whom our Lord hath de- 
clared ſhall be accounted /o for not hearng her - and ſhe mult either 
relax her Di{cipline, enlarge or contract the conditions of her S6- 
ciety as every mditidual ſhall demand, (tho they neither 7h7n& nor 
live as ſhe preſcribes,) or become ſchiſmatical. If private Chriſti 
ens mult be Arbiters, what ſhalt, or ſhall not, be terms of Catholic 
communion, why may not ſome as juſtly recede from the Church, 
becauſe ſhe does not, as others becauſe ſhe does, impole terms; 
whereat 7heſe have a- pique, and wherewith zhoſe arc pleaſed? the 
Novatian, Donatiſt, and Lnciferian charge againlt the Charch was, 
That 77s communion was promiſcuons, and Latitudinarian. The Accu- 
ſation was falſe ; yet they were right 1n this, that here are certazt 
terms of Chriſtian communion, which are indiſpenſably to be ſubmitted 
to by all that ill be members of the Catholick Church ; tho all the 


zerms, they accounted ſuch, were not ſo, and not 7hemſelyes but the 
Church 
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Church was to diſtinguiſh. But here the ſtrifFnefs of communion is 
our fault, and comprehenſion would make either #o Setfartes, or 
them mexcuſable. However, from Daille's granting , that 1 

the Church of Rome had obliged her children to worſhip Chriſt 
the Sacrament, ſhe had not obliged them to worſhip a creature, we 
conclude ſhe did not impoſe Zdolatry, becauſe tis certain ſhe me. 
uy obliged them to worſhip any thing in ihe Sacrament but Chrift, 
{o that neither for her Faz7h, nor the 797p9/1710 of 1t, was her com- 
union to have bin broken; unleſs it were unlawtul for her to 
impoſe the worſhipping of What is no creature, which 1s God. 

Ibid. 1. 32. ---{ cannot ſee what his cauſe would gain by it, | the 
certainty of the /ix Conceſſions. | The advantage gain'd by theſe 
conceſſions is conſiderable; becauſe, thereby the Dypare 1s re- 
duced to narrower and certain bounds, and ſo many Objeft:ons 
prevented, as alſo Opponents {ilenced, ( ſuch as hold a ſubſtantial 
preſence ſurely ;} that T ſee not what the Conceders have further 
to alledge againit Adoration. Can they plead we want a due 06. 
edt, occaſion, precept, or preſident to adore? All then but Zumplians 
(a tew of the latter brood of Prozeftants) are on our fide, and theſe 


by the ſo much greater ſuffrage of Chriſtendom are convicted of : 


ob/tinacy 1n reſiſting ſo credible a judgment. 
Pag. 96.1.14. This tis trac the Papiſts---affirm &c. In a kind 


fit we are allowed by this /beral mar to affirm a-/ign to remain im 


the Eucharift after conſecration, diſtin? from the thing ſienified ; 
but then he way ——_ ſo L_ as Si make his rare 2 
cypher. For tho we affirm, That nothing can ou7wardly and w/ibly 
Jignify in any Sacrament, but what is percetvable by ſome ſenſe or 
other ; and next, That whatever 75s percervable by any ſenſe, together 
with all the natural properties, remains unchanged in the Euchariſt; 
And 3/y. That we cenſecrate in the ſame elements wherein our 
Lord inſtituted the Sacrament - yet, becauſe in defiance to Trad- 
Z10n, Reaſon, Revelation, and the univerſal profeſſion of all times and 
Charches, till Zuther aroſe, we cannot believe thar the ſame thi 
can be ſubſtantially Bread and Fleſh; and becauſe we cannot res. 
Zhat ſubſtance to be there, which ſenſe cannot tell us 7s there, and 
Scripture &c aflures us is not there; therefore this Hmifter denies 
47s to be ſuch a ſymbol as our Lord inſtituted, and (to be briet) 
geclares it really nerhing. Thus nothing mult be an obje# of ſenſe, 
aud all that is ſpmbolical in the Euchariſt muſt be the ſu2/tance of 
rhe Elements, which no ſenſe can immediately perceive. 
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Pag. 97. 4.32. This is mdeed a fort | the rs Drumity. T al- 
ways thaught gx. Alais ! Thar People ſhould be fo difrefpett- 
ful, as not to conform thetr Aazzons tor this 4rſwerers ; and fo 
rude, as to write D:umzty wherein he 1s not vers'd. But Old 
Divmes reply, The incivility or overſight 1s not in Zhen, but 
in this Moniher, who. mounts the chazr, when he ſhould be in 
2 lower Form; and will needs be ſcribling controver/# , before 


be has flay'd a duc ſeaſon 1n his Study. For, to their knowledg, 
the word Sacrament has a manifold ſenſe, and is a complex term, 


uſed therefore varou/ly, with reſpect to the /abje# of which Au- 


thors treat ;. juſt as they do Chri/f, Zmanuncl, gye. ſometimes fig- 


vifying by them God a/one, ſometimes cHan, ſometimes hath. 
Whereupon Biſhop Framha/l, and Mr. Therndike, tho more 4now- 
ig, are leſs nice than this «Mmter, and without ſcruple admit 
the word Sacrament to be capable of more than one ſenſe ; which 
might have protected the __ part of the. #/ertzon from de- 
rifion, as the 6th Carr. of the 13th Se/f/. of the Council of Trent 
does advance: the other part | vis. that by worſtipins the Sacra- 


J ment Catholicks wnderfiand worſhipping Chriſt: im the Sacrament | 


beyond a provaze ( which the Man concedes ) to a Catholick Aſer- 


J za, which he 1s loath to yeild. How: ſhall we affure Proteſtauts: 


concerning our Fazth, if a Canon of the Council of Trent, fo ſa- 
ged and authentick amonglt us in matters of Fazth, be refuſed ? 
Here's a Canon accurately publiſhing what af the «Members. of 
the Catholick Church mult aflent-to and profes ; and yet, lelt he be- 
depriv'd of the opportunity of //arering us, this Ffmifter will: 
not reſolve, that we be/reve as zt preſcribes. Hard 1s our cale,. 
fince neither oar ſefves, nor our Drymes, nos yet our Councils, mult 
be regarded; but any filly concerted Seffary ſhall be better able to tell 
what we belreve than we our ſelves, or thoſe that guide our Souls. 
What we do not hold, that is our Faith ; and what we 4b belzeve, 
that is not our . Fazth, according to our Adverſaries ;, and why. 
? if not,that their falſe Accuſations may continue, and improve 
an 04244 On us, and dcluſioa amonglt the Multitude. 


Pag. 100.1. 6. ---/ muft then deny his Afſertin, | viz. Fhatthe 
rround of our Atoration 3s Chriſt preſent, , not preſent after. this or 
that manner. | The Awu{werer will have the 34 Aertion capable 
of being taken z7wo aps, palling the ove, and oppoſing the 9/ey: 
But what if they bc coincident ? If Chri/t.be the objedt.of our _ 
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ſhip, (as ſeems, tho faintly, to be granted under the 24. 4/2rtion,) 
*hen a Real preſence of him, and not the manner of that preſence, 


3s the ground and occaſion of our adoration, without any regard 


whether Ze be ſo/rtary, or attended by another ſubſtance. Chrift, 
we fav, not the manner of exiſtence in the Yirgi's womb, in a Man. 
ger, on the Croff, in the Grave, in Glory, or 1n the Zuchar/t, 1s the 
motive and object of our worſhip. For, it any one manner of exi. 
ftence were our inducement to adore, when that ceales, we ſhould 
owe no adoration : whereupon, 1t mult neceſfarily follow, that we 
ſhould as much adore, if Conſubſtantiation were, as now Tranſub- 
ftantiation is, the mode of Preſence we believe : becauſe, this is 
not the preſence it ſelf, but a circumſtance of it, not at all conſidered 
in the a& of adoring, neither as objet? which, nor as reaſon why, 
we adore. Or thus, to Jeſus Chris? exiſting ſih/tantially in the 


Euchariſt we dire& our adoration, without reſpect to the coext. | 


fence or abſence of any other /xb/tance; tor it we worſhip'd him 
upon the account that another {ub/kance zs, or zs not coexiſtent, 
we muſt condemn worſhiping 1n either our /efves or the Luthe. 
rans, which we do not; they worlhiping with a be/ref, that anorher 
ſubſtance 1s, we, that #0 other 7s there, Whereupon, as, if no ſub- 
lance of the elements remains after conſecration, they are only 
miſtaken 1n their fa/th, not in their wwor/h;p, only misbelieve, do 
not commit /o/atry; fo, it the ſubſtance do remain, this will 
only affe& our perſwa/ton, not 1mpair our adoration ; we err about 
a creature, we do not zdo/ize it. Nay, were our worſhip directed 
to Feſus Chriſt as alone, and ſo confuſedly, or in general, to the 
whole ſubſtance of the Eucharilt, and it ſhould chance to be true, 
that our Lord is not the only ſubſtance preſent under the ſpecies ; yet 
hence a ult charge of /dolatry could not be drawn againſt us : be- 
cauſe” the precile objec? of our worſhip is not any created ſub- 
he divine perſon of our Redeemer; and the other concomi- 
tant ſnhſlance, whatever 1t may by accident, does intentionally no 
more ſhare 1n the honor we pay,than would the Scar/er Robe, ſhould 
our Lord have bin adored (in{tead of derided) therein. He that 
adored him at the pillar {tripr, and in the common Hall arrayed 
in's Mock-Regalia, without an aEtual diſtinction of his garments 
trom h1mfelf, had the ſame objed of his prety. 
Ibid. 1. 18. ---7 mult ell him, that the adoration of thoſe among 
the Lutherans-- is infinitely more excuſable thau theirs , | the 
Catholicks.| And ths, Cood Man, he 1s forced to aſſert, not out of 


prejucice, but by the crgency of fJome reaſons! The Reader will 
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 #mire his aſſurance, if he weighs his arguments. As jt, becauſe 
we Catholicks violate ſenſe, which the Lutherans preſerve entire. 
Now to wave both the impertinence and falſhood of this /cading 
Reaſon, as 1ntimating that we wzolate ſenſe, and that either the 
nature or -hemnouſneſs of Tdolatry depends thereon ; tis enough to 
qua(h 1t, ro aſhrm, that /he Lntherans violate ſenſe as much as 4ve. 


Bread? Do not our ſer;/es tell us, as experimentally, 7here zs no 


I feſh preſent, as they do, hat read 1s there? He that ſays 


there are 727 27m 1n a Room, where ſenſe informs there are but 
five, muſt needs treat ſenſe with as much violence , as he that ſays 
there are but five, when 7en are ſeen. The v2o/ence done to ſenſe 
therefore (if any be done,) and ſo the zmexcuſableneſs, is equal on 


| 


| 


the /.47heran, to that on our ide. We deſcend to his next Reaſon - 
the former part of it 028. that the Lutherans are right m their Ob- 
je, himſelf has overthrown in's 89h pag. if he approve what 
he cites out of Dr. Tay/or. For the Lutheran object 1s a non Ens, 
if Feſus Chrift be not ſubſtantially preſent ; and if ZZe be not in 
mrs, how can Fe be in their Euchari/t? ſince our Prieſthood, 


| whereon all yu hrs being there 1n ſome ſort _— 18 more - 


doubted, valid, and canonical, than therrs : _ erliving Sacerdotal 
Orders from a Presbyter's Ordination, ( which all 4:riquiry, and 
Prelatick, Proteſtants in their feuds with Presbytery, and by thetr 


| preſent pra&#zce in ordaining ſuch Minifters anew, damn not only 
J 25/parzous, but as null,) we from Epiſcopal legitimately communt- 


cated. Tf then the Lutherans be right 1n their objef, much more 
are we. Have we not more af/urance that our Lord is there, and 
He only is there? We run therefore a /{ riſque of miſſing him 
than they. The ozher par? of his 24. _— {eems to be an /7g- 
ratio Elenchi, (the common Fallacy 1mploy'd by Proze/tants, and 


] this Minifter eſpecially, in this diſpute, to amuſe and decerve his 


Reader ) : for, if T comprehend him, he proceeds on 7hzs ground ; 
that we hold the ſub/tance of the Bread to be the material, of which 
the Body of Chriſt is made ; whenas we believe nothing like 1t. 
Our Do&rine 1s, that by Sacerdoral conſecration the ſubftance of our 
Lord's Body, which now reſides in Heaven, and ſhall enjoy that 
glorious condition till his ſecond Advent, becomes however extent 
alſo under the ſpecies of Bread and Wine m a Spiritual manner, and 
that he ſubſtance of Bread and Wine wholly ceaſes to be under thoſe 


| ſpecies as before conſecration it was : but further notice our faith 


takes not of the Breaden /ubitance, whether 1t be —— or 
| A. a Ow 


Do they not believe the FYody of our Lord preſent with the. 
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how it ceaſes. If the PBreaden ſubſtance be abſent, then wedo 
not adore that ſubſtance for Chri/t's body which 1s not hs; andif 
it be preſent, we do not adore 1t, unleſs we can be fuppoled to 
adore what we think not of, or what we 7hink to be nothing, or 
to believe and adore two ſubFtances of one Body, and be 1aid to di. 
re& our devotion another way, at the ſame time we, with the 
ftritft abftraftion aim at the ſubſtance, allumed by the eternal 
Herd in the Yigin's womb, and now and ever perſonally united 
to it. If we ſhould worſhip the Zxucharyt whether there be a 
SubStantial preſence or no, then we might well paſs for Pread. 
201 ſhippers, it our Lord were not ſub5tantially preſent ; but wor. 


ſhiping not ſo /oofly at random, nor without a ſolid ſuppo/ition of a | 
ſubſtantial preſence, demonſtrates, we do direct our prety to our | 


Saviour only, never reflecting on what either ceaſes or remains of 
the elements, ſo as to make them parzrers or 7:vals with him in 
our Duty. The truth of the 57h Carholick Aſſertion 18 then evin. 
ced: our worſhip 1s as excuſable as the Lutherans, and the new 
auxiliary Reaſons drawn up p. 102. 4, ult. to oppole 77 afreſh, are 
indeed nothing to the purpoſe; and moreover, the former of them 


is falſe too. We can be ſufficiently ſure of due conſecration; and | 
anathematizing Diſſenters does not alter the excuſableneſs of our | 


worſhip. If our worſhip be of the. ſame nature with the Zutheran, 
and have as good grounds, the impoſing of 1t adds not one zof of 
guilt to 1t, whatever 1t do to the z9poſers. The Anſwerer then 
ought to have totally afſented to the 674 Catholick Afſertion, tor 
the ſame ſound reaſou which moved him to grant it Zrue of the 
Lutherans, that therr Objett 1s right, ours being certainly as rue, 
or the /ame with 7heirs ; and if we nultake the /ub/kance of Bread, 
they worſhip 2othing, for Chri/t. We worſhip no ZZ9ff, 1.e. neither 
any /r/tance that ever was, or 2s, a breaden ſubſtance ; nor yet the 
/ymbols, but. only ChriHt ſacramentally exiſting, who never cas, 
nor can be, 2 Hajer, nor made of either the /u#/kance or accidents 
of Fread. How then can we pollibly miſtake what 1s not Chriſt 
tor 1m, unlels the Chrift born of the ever-blefjed Yirgin be not 
Chri/t? Perverle therefore is the para/ze/ of 'our worſhip to that 
of a Hanichee's fancying Chriſt to be made of the Sun's ſubſtance : 
1s, 1n that Heretick, was both groundleſs and impoſſible ; when- 
as 04s 18 quite another ſentiment, and founded on motives c/car 
and zfa/lible © 1o far difterent in the thing, as the ſubſtance born of 
tr /.ady is from that of the Bread or the Sun; 1o far unlike in 


the ground, as the fiftion of a /omgle Perſian impoſtor 1s lets _ 
ble 


1 Lutherans. 


of Tranſubſtantiation, Oyc. 
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dible than expreſ{ Revelation, and the conflant Tradition of the 
Catholick Church. 

Much-what the ſame Chaf7 is ſerved up p. 106. to ſhew more 
difference between Us and the Lutherans, than a Trans and Co 
amount to. So zealous 1s this Polemic Divine to reduce Chriſh- 
ans to an amicable temper , that he exceeds the bounds of diſcre- 
tou and reverence, not only to his own Party, and the MVoble/t 
Nations of Chriſtendom, but alſo to h7s Prmce. For whillt He and 
others labour for Peace, this man ( like ſeditrons Love) repreſents 


| | them zrreconci/able. His firſt reaſon here 18 already expoſed. There 


is either 0, or an equal, viclence done to Senſe by Us and the 
His ſecond Reaſon 1s as faulty as his firt ; if we are 
at defiance with any Texts that call the Euchariſt Pread, are not 
the Zutherans at as much defiance with 7hoſe that call it Fleſh 
and our Lord's Body? for both it cannot be, [b/tantially Fleſh 
and ſubſtantially Bread. To his third Reaſon, vis. T hat the words 
of Inſtitution afford occaſion of inferring a Preſence of Chriſt's 
Body in the Encharift, we reply, and as plain an one, That rhe 
Euchariſt 1s Chriſt's Body, and that Bread ts ſubſtantially abſent : 
and other zhoughts cannot enter our mas, till it appear to us 
poſſible and revealed, that the ſame thing can remain perfef? Bread 
and yet be truly the Fleſh of Chriſt; which reſolves into beins 
Bread, and not being Bread at the fame time. His /aft Reaſon of 
the Symbols, 1s of the ſame worth with the reſt; and the zper- 
tinent application of his own miſtakes refuted in our note on p.96. 
No Sacrament, no ſubſtantial preſence of Chriſt, no ſacerdotal Conſe- 
cration are after all left to the Papaits ( as He in his free will 


needs interpoſe inſtead of Catholics). To what ftraits does his 


petulant acuteneſs drive us? In what a poor condit77on are we left 
by this meek and compaſſionate Miniſter? What does he omit 
(tho zrifling, forezzn, maeccent, falſe, or impious) that may detract 
from the exceHence of our Rel7270%, and repreſent vs inexcuſably 


erroneous and wicked ? 


Pag. 108. 1. 7. Does he believe the Corporal Preſence in the way 
He does : What then? O then, they 


| muſt with him /fand and fall rogerher. A terrible caſe! For then 
he cannot Adore on the account of the Corporal Preſence , 
but he does on the account of 7Tranſub/tantiation. Wiſely con- 
claded | His Argument runs thus : /f wth Catholicks, Tranſus- 


Rantiation and Corporal Preſence ſtand and fall together, then they 
Aa Adore 
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Adore on the account of both : But with Catholicks theſe Rand and 


fall together ; Therefore they Adore on the account of both, The 


Conſequence 18 deny'd. 


Thid. 1. 275. The fir/t Ground | why Catholicks believe Chrilt ſub. 
ſtantially preſent and Adorable in the Euchariſt | zs Drvme Rene. 
lation ; for which our Author offers the two uſual Inſtances, gc. 
The ſame /vftances are offer d for Ours, as the Lutherans pro. 
duce for their corporal preſence : If they be not ſo defeated of 
them by Zuinglian Expoſitions as to be inexcuſably culpable in 
their Faith and Yorſhip, no more are we, were this fr/t our only 
ground. And did not this £Mrmiſter confeſs p. 107 to this efted, 
that the Lutheran Dodfrine was deducible from our Lord's words! 
Now their Faith and Oars 1s only circumſtantially difterent ; that 
Text therefore that tells them, muſt needs inform ws, of a ſub. 
flantial preſence; tho of both Conſub/tantiation and Tranſubſtantia. 
710n 1t cannot. | 

As to his vapoar, That he has ſhewn above how falſe a foun. 
dation both the words of nſtitution and the 6th of St. Fohn are 


to a Corporal preſence , reviewing his firſt Chapter, Part 1. I find | 


him there raving againſt 7ranſubſtantiation, as 1f thoſe Scriptures 
did not countenance it; and withall /aying about him, as ſuch do 
who are in an Error, with ſo much confuſion, mmpertimence, rude. 
eſs, abſurdity, and prevarication, as if Pryn were tran{migrated 
into 41m : But as his PI againſt 7Tranſubſtantiation is ti- 
diculouſly weak,and an often refuted Pha,publiſh'd to {well a Pam- 
þhlet ; lo tis either nothing at all to a corporal preſence and Adoration, 
or fights as fiercely againſt a// Chri/t;ans (but the Sacramex7arics) as 


againft #s. To what he adds about ſenſe and reaſon, certain con- | 
traditions, Principles of Nature, and Univerſal Sentiments of all | 
eManknd ; "T1s an abſurd cant, and a deteſtable inſolence, for him to * 
exclude ws (the m05f of Chriftians, who preſerved and propaga- | 
ted all Law and Learning for many Centuries ) from ſexſe and | 


reaſon, from all 5&ill in contradiftions and principles of Nature, 


and from the antverſal ſentiments of Humanity. What anama- | 


Zing infatuation and tranſcendent pride poſleſs this man ! He had 
had nor /.e7ters, nor Religion, nor £tberiy, nor yet Being, but for 
the Profeſſors of our Faith; and yet the ungratefſul man repines 
even that we haye the /af and meaneſt of theſe. 


Pag. 
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' Pag: To9. }; 30. Theſe are great words indeed ; but 1 wonder who 


ever heard before that a few miſerable Synods, &yc. With ſuch 7mpo- 


{ tence and revilings are Councils treated by a HMimnifter ; and thus the 


ſecond Ground of our Faith and Serwce (whereon the 7/7 alſo in 
jome ſort depends, both as to which 75 a Revelation, and what it. 
is; She being both the Promuker and Expo/eror of Revelations :) 


the Church's Concihary Definition and Command, 1s lighter than. 


Air, and as contemprible, with this Proteſtant, as 1s. the molt-7rz- 


wal af of the ſmalleſt Corporation. 'The Dzgnities which he is- 


not afraid to vi/zfie, are Cornncils, lo numerous and comprehenſrue 
fo lawful and accepted, that for many Ages not one Biſhop dil- 


1 fnted from ther 1n this caſe. Was not the Dottrine of the 2d 


Council at Nice profeſt by that at Frankfort ? Went not the Wrcene 
Fathers ſo far, that the Anſwerer ſays, they carried-on Tranſubſtan- 
tzation ? Surely then they held a Real preſence, Pref. p.6. Here 


we have then above ſix hundred Zaſtern and Weſtern Biſhops 


concurring in the Belief of a Corporal preſence and Adoration 
in the Zghth Age : And the Occaſion of their declaring the 
Dottrine of the Church at that time was not that any one did really 


I queſtion that Faith (for Erigena was. then unborn) but ſome new 


ITT 


lanzuage had been uſed by the Zconoclaſts , 1n their diſcourſes 
of the Adoration of the Eucharift., that. was both ſuſprcious and. 


dangerous. Nor can one Prelate be nam'd, who. did not accept of 
the Dec/arations of theſe 720 Councils 1n this matter. All Chri- 
ſtians then believ'd a Real preſence, and all Adored. . What our 
Anſwerer means by particular Prelates 1 cannot penetrate, for 


no Council confſilts. of «ther. Unleſs he would infinuate , that - 


there wanted Delegates from ſome National Churches, or that ſome 


1 Patriarch or Pope did. not concur with theſe 740, or. the other | 
1 held in the Eleventh Age againſt. Berengarias ; all which yer: 


were held by either the Pope zn Perſon,or by his Legazes, and were 


1 receiv'd by the whole Ye/tern Church, and-at length. by Perenga-i 
{ rias himſelf. Councils theſe later were tar greater than any Fro- . 
1 7e/tant Synod ever was or can be, unleſs it were that at D977, con- 
| filting of at leaſt zwo Bifſhpps. When ever did an Z/wridred Pro- 
teſtant Biſhops convene 1n One Aſſembly, as there. did Catholtcks 


againſt Berengarinus * A Convocation of a matter of Twenuty-/ix at 
the mot deſerves certainly the charafter of a Miſerable Synod 
better than a Counci/ ſo much greater, and wherein the ſhops 
not. only of 7s Provinces, but of many Aingdoms appear'd. Nor 
were /heſe Councils any more Parties than was the Firit at Nice, 

QL 
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or the Apoftolical One at Jeruſalem. To ſay they were, is as gra. 
tis ſaid as it Entpches had ſpoken fo of that at Chalcedon. And 
whatever reaſon this Miniſter can give, why the Councels againſt 
Berengar ſhall be eſteemed Partzes, the very ſane ſhall the 74. 
daizers, Neſtorins, and Socinus, as ſtrongly urge to ſhew the Sy. 
nods condemning their Oprnions to be Parties allo. So he may 
ſeem to ſay ſomething, this Man heeds not what he writes ; tho 
what he oultre, inſtead of enervating the au7horify of the Conn- 
cils concern'd about a Corporal preſence alone, does as vigoroully 
attack hat of Councils ingeneral. But how could our Councls be 


Parties, when they Defined no otherwiſe than they had receiv | 
from Fathers both Greek and Latin, that had written the ſame | 


both Synodically and as particular Doffors ? How could they be 
Parties, when they Defin'd juſt as a4 Chriitians my {ingle Be- 
rengarius, and ſome perverted by him, excepted ;) then he/zev'd and 
profe?? Who refuſed their Derermmations? If they had not an 
zmrverſal Preſence of Prelates, yet the general acceptation of their 
Decrees is equivalent to it, and demonſtrates their DodFrme, with- 


out peradvyenture, zrue; unleſs every Chri/t:an may in ſo great | 
a point of Faith tail, and the Gates of Hel prevail over the Promiſe | 


of our Saviour, and be more a than the conaud? of the Fol 
Sp1ir1t ;, which leads, it not the chzefeſt and moft, yet ſome Chriſtians 
into all truth, even to the end of the world. There 1s neither error 
nor oppoſition in the Formulary proteſt by Berengarias ; the difference 
between them is no «diſagreement in Doetrine, but only a condemn- 
_—_— afferent errors of that unhappy Man. That of Nicholas IT. 
eſtabliſht a Real preſence againit the firft error of Berengarins, which 
was what the Sacramentaries now hold. The Sence wherein the 
Council] intended, and St. Lanfrank explains it, 1s Orthoaor, and 


own'd at this day. 'That under Greg. VII. defined 7ranſubftantiatin | 


againlt the ſecond error of Berengarius, which was Con{ubſtantiatim. 


Thijs 1s told our Adverſaries by our Divmes ; particularly by : 


the: Cardinal de Sacr. Euch. 1. 3.c.21. as the Form it ſelf, cited by 
the Anſwerer in's Margent- p. 111. had done his Reader, it he had 
not ſhameſully fa//ify'd it, by omitting both the word fub/tanrra- 
liter, and others of ſingular moment. We ſhall convict him of 
his wilful Frand, it in two Columns we annex, what Berenza- 
7145 proteſt, and what this Man ſays he did. 


Be- 
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BERENGARITUS his Profeſſion in the 6th Council at Rome un- 
der Greg. 7. 1079. Lup. pars quinta. Þ.312. 


'The Form entire. The Form as mutilated 
by this «Mmier. 
Ego Berengarius corde credo, & ore 

confiteor panem (F vinum, qua ponuntur Confiteor panem ty vinum 
mn Altar, per myſterium ſacra@ Orationts ---convertt 1 veram ac pro- 
& verba noftri Redemptoris ſubſtantiali- priam carnem &y ſanzut- 
aliter converti im veram ty propriam ac nem 1.C. D. N. &y poſt con- 
uificatricem carnem ty ſangumem Feſu ſecrationem efſe verum cor- 
Chriſti Domini noſtri, &y poſt conſecra- pus Chri/ti,--- non tantum 


tionem efſe verum Chriſti corpus quod per ſienum oy virtutem ſa- 


natum eſt de Virgine, fy quod pro ſalute cramenti, ſed gy in propri- 
Mundi oblatum in cruce pepenait, & erate Nature, o& veritate 
quod ſedet ad dextram Patris, gy verum ſubſtantie. This ſpeaks 
ſanguinem Chriſti, qui de ejus latere ef- of a conver/zon,but of what 


J /uſus eſt, non tantum per fienum Gy kind it ſays not. Thus the 


uirtutem Sacramenti, ſed im proprietate eMiiſter caltrates the 
Nature oy veritate ſubſtantia. Thus Profeſſion made by Beren- 
Berengarins profels'd. gartus. 


Does the true Form mention nothing of the 12anner of the 
converſion in the Euchariſt? Does 1t not fay as clearly, as if 
written with a Sun-beam, that tis a /1b/tantial conver/ion of bread 
and 4w7ne into that body and blood which were born of the Virgin &c ? 
If this be not, not only a corporal preſence, (which ſerves our pur- 
poſe,) but alſo 7ran/ubſtantiation, ( which this man would ſup- 
preſs, we mult deſpair of producing expreſſions intelligible and. 
atisfaftory to our Adver/aries in any matter. But how can we 
wonder at this corruptzon and palpable antrath, when we confider 


| it was neceſſary to ſuſtain many {hers induſtriouſly written by 


this Anſwerer in this very Pamphlet. Sach 1s the Fyperbole in 
his Pref. p- 6. That 7ranſubitantiation was untnown to the Church: 
for above one thouſand years, when not only Paulus Diaconts about 
774. relates theſe words of St. Grez. 1. Praſcius conditor noStra 
mnfirmitattis, ea poteſtate, gua cun#ta fecit ex nihilo, panem & vinum 
equa miſtum, manente prep ia ſpecie, in carnem QG ſaugumem ſunm, 


Prritus ſui ſanttificatione convertit, Strabus Autor Gh//e 01 4 in 
y {]” 
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GIofs. cap. 11. prioris ad Cor. Nos-mncerta relinguentes,guod ex auths. 
ritatibas certum et, profiremur, ſc. ſubſtantiam panis gy vimt, m ſus. 
Fantiam corporis ty ſangumis Dommici converti: modum vero con. 
ver/ionis 105 ignorare nou erubeſcimus fateri. Qua autem remanent de 
rior 1 ſubſtantia accidentza, [c. color, fapor, forma, pondus , nec ipſum 
corpus Chriſti afficiunt , nec m eo fundantur. This Divine lived 
about 840. and aflerts Tran(ub/tantiation, and the ſeparate exi. 
{tence of the dccrdents; 1eparate, I ſay, not only from the for. 
mer /ub/tance, but trom the Foay of Chriſt, ſo as not to affe& it, 
or be ſupported by 1t. And Stephanus Eanenſis allo, about 950, 


writes, Oramus ut oblatio pants & vin! tranſubſtanttetur in corpus | 
& ſanguinem Chriſti. 1 lay, not only theſe Yriters prove, that | 
T7 ranſubſtantiation was known to the Church before a thouſand ; 


years after our Lord's birth, but many more, in Centuries prece. 
dent to theſe, might be produced. As St. Ambroſe himfelt in the 47h 
Age, I. De ws qui mmtianiur myſterits, c. 9. ſays, etiam benedifF1ome 


_ vatura ipſa mutatur. His co-temporary St. Greg. \yfj. uſes the ſame 


- 


expreſſion, as does too the Ancient Sermon de cana Dom. amongſt | 


St. Cyprian's Works, cited and much relted-on in the 97h Age, as 
both very ancient, and very orthodox. It ſays, the Bread gruen by 
our Lord to his Diſciples, changed mot 1n efhgie, but natura, was 
by the ommpotence of the Word made Fleſh. Nay, our Anſwerer,that 
ke may conſiſt with himſelf, within a few lines confeſſes ; that 


" a Monk was laying the JN of it m the 5th Age; which Monk 


did not ſpeak fo high 7 of the Zuchariſt as St. Cyril of Jeruſalem, 
St. Ambroſe, or St. Chryſoftom had done long before him, as may 
eaſily be diſcerned by ſuch as pleaſe to compare their expre/ſrons: 
and beſides, tis ridiculous to fancy ſa#ch did not believe a ſub/tan- 
tial preſence, (the point in hand,) who are taxed to be founding or 
erecting the ſnperſtructure of 7ranſub/tantiation. He goes on con- 


feſſing againſt himſelf, that a General Council carried ou Tranſub- | 
antiation in the 8th, and another «Monk ( the great Proteſtant eye- 


ſore Paſchaſius) formed it into a better ſhape in the 9th ceurury ; yet 
all this while the Founders, the carriers-on, thoſe that furniſhed 


features and drapery, never heard of what they were deſignedly | 


at work about. Nay, tho ſome of the Agents were Genera/ Conn- 


ſeltors, and even General Conncils themſelves, z.e. the whole Church 


was 1n a-p/of againlt truth and piety, and was ignorant of the 
confpiracy. This «Mmifter was reſolved to be abſurd beyond 

2mitation. | 
Agan, ſuch another ZZyperbsle is what he ſays of Peter _ 
at a, 
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4, | 4274, in the. Margen of this 11126 p. for the Hafter often pro- 
-.z | felies, that the ſub/fance of the Bread and Wine is turn'd into that 
of Chriſt's Body and Blood, and only the manner of that ſubſtantial 
corver/ton 18 10 queſtion with 4m, as alſo with his commentators, 


= Srotus, Durand, and many others miſ-quoted Pref. p.7. of which 
ed | fa/ries 1gnorance (11 1t were 1n fault) cannot excule 47m, fince ci- 
- | ther the 4u7hors themſelves, or the Zezter printed 1665, diſco- 


'r. | vering zheſe amonglt 150 falſe or 12refted guoretions in Dr. Taylor's 
. {| 2://waſtve, might 1o calily have informed him. As to the irre- 
verent Deſcants on the Great Council, celebrated at Lateran by 


G 2 | the moſt learned and prudent /zrocewt 3. 1t 15 obſerved; That when 
2+ | the epo/iug Power mult be imputed tous as an Ar71c/e of our Creed, 
ng | hen that Counc! 18 obligatory, and Mr. Dodwel has proved it lo; 
'> | but when it defines Tranſub/tantiation, then the Canons are ſurrep- 
þ | #!tious, anda Papal contrivance, and Du Pin may be found in the 
ne | Hargen. One while that Counci/ enters the Stage, conferring 


= wer on the Pope to detbrone Kings, and on Priefts (as if there 
'n | had bin no Prze/thood before that Comuncr]) to make God. Ano- 
1c | ther while, a// 7hrs was forced upon the Fathers of that Synod , or 
by publiſht as their Att, without their privity, by a pragmatical and 
#4 I #irigung Pope. What would the man be at? Is his Arrogance 

J content with no leſs than corfirming and reſcinding General Coun- 
cils arbitrarily ? 


” Pag. 113-1. 23. ---As ro the point of Antiquity , 7 have already 
os {| fully diſcuſs dt above &e. 1 ſuppoſe he means from p. 24. to 32; 
] | where we may find indeed much paſfeor againſt 7Tranſub/tantiation, 
but we are not ſo ſhort-fighted as to confound 1t with corporal pre- 
ir | ſence, the thing here 1n 1/cuſſumrg. And for the Fathers referr'd to 
by the Z1ſconrſer, where ſhall we hind the Proteſtant Auſwers to 

St. Ambroſe, de its qui mit. Myft. c. g. to St. Hilary, St. Cyril. Alex? 
] Are theſe ſpurious too? Are not thoſe aſcribed to St. Ambroſe, Fu- 
J ſebius Emiſenus, ſermo de cena Domini, the Epiſt. of the Pregbyr. 
of Achaia concerning St. Andrew's pallion, much more ancient 
than either Paſcha/rus in the Weſt,or Anaſta/ms Sinaita inthe Fall? 
1 Were they ever excepted againſt as containing Dedrrine difagree- 
able to that of the Church, tho, thro the negligence of Tranſcrib- 
ers,the true Authors of them be not very certain? It 1s not a 
Book's being attributed, by a miſtake, 73 a wrons Author, but 1ts 
containing /uſpicrous Deetrme or falſe Relations, and being fa- 
thered on eminent Names to pals it with authority in the world, 
| b that 


XXXIIT. 


i” nd 
4 


ww (0 WS 31 <) fa tr 7 


182 


XRRUIV., 


Appenaix 7. | 
that chiefly ſubjects it to the cenſure of Apocryphal. But why 


ſhould a donb? concerning the Author of ſuch Books elude the 7e/?;. 


mony fetcht from them, when St. Ambroſe in a Book ungueſtioned, 
and o7hers more ancient, coeval, or not much zaunzors to the gueſtz. 
oned pieces, as St. Candentinus, St. Remigins, &c , write as fully tor 
not only a corporal preſence, but alſo 7 ranſub/tantiation. 


Pag. 114. 1. 9. --Thrs Ground | the univerſal DofEtrine and Pra. 
tice of the later both Eaſtern and Weltern Churches till Zuthers 


time | zs nor certainly true, and if it were,yet certainly it 15 nothing | 
Zo the purpoſe. Tis certainly zrue, 1t the who/e may be determined | 
to be on that ſide, where all the members of the Church are, tor | 


whoſoever denied this Fazth of a corporal preſence was ſo fats 
an Heretick in oppoling an Article ſo weighty, and fo ſolemnly de. 


clared and required of all the faithful, in at lealt ten Councils before | 
Zuinglinus dreamed. But the Apoſtaztes from a corporal preſence | 


were indecd very few before, and, of thoſe few, {ſcarce one was in 


being at, Luther's revolt, he allo contmuing a 4:7ter enemy to the | 


Se@# that ſoon grew upon him. Tt zrae, ts certainly to the pur. 
pole, whilſt zh:s is true, That all Chriſtians to a man cannot miſ- 
carry in ſuch a conſiderable part of Religion as the Fucharift 1s, which 
they daily frequented, and the belief of which real Preſence imut 
was by many ways continually inculcated and confirmed to them, 


Such an unanimous and comprehenſive 7radition does at leaft de- | 


monſtrate the novelty and falſhood of Zuinglianiſm. What Article 


1 our Creed can have a itronger external motive than antverfal ! 


conſent ? And as to the perpeturty of it, other Articles have bin 


fomer and longer, and by more numerous Fact/ons oppoſed than 


it. Foroft thoſe who have raiſed debates about the ZEuchar/t the 
tealt part arc they who denied a ſubſtantial Preſence, the other 
quarrelling either about 7 ranſubitantiation, or Communion in both 
&/uds, or tome other matter, yet all the while confelling a rea/Pre- 


fJeace, Well, to let the Reader underſtand more fully the ſeri- 


ouſneſs and judgment of this Mimyſter ; the Argument eltcemed im- 
pertinent, and ridiculed by him here, is this. 

"The Authority cqui-valent to that of any General Conncil is a ſolid 
Ground of Fazth; but the unanimous profeſſion of all Chriſtians in 
the /a/t Apes is an Authority equivalent to that of a Genutra/ Coun- 
i], thercſore that unanimous profeſſion is a ſolid Ground of Faith. 
The Major is own'd by all ſuch Proteſtants as ſubmit their jud-- 
mts io the Authority of fuch Comnmcils as condemned ins, Ha 


cedonins, 


LE 
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cedontns, Acftorims, Eutyches, Origen and the Monothelites, aſlcnt- 
ing to their Definitions as the true ſenſe of Divine Revelations, and 


reciting ſome of them even in their Creeds. The Minor is founded © 


on not only Prozeſtant conceſſions, but alſo their Definition of 2 
true Church ; that t has the Word of. God rightly preacht, and th» 
Sacraments duly adminiftred; according to this charadter then, 1t all 
preach'd corporal preſence, 1t could not be. an error 2 all, and fo 
not 11 axy, unleſs there were no 7rue preachers, and conſequently 


> | nw Charch, 1n lome times extant, Now 1t an-ananimous profe/ſion 


cannot be erroneous, tis doubtleſs equal to the Authority of any 


1 General Council, and allo very pertinently pleaded as a ſolid ground 
| ff Fazth ; tor whatever can declare a Drvine Revelation infallibly, 


1s ſo. 
Pag. IIs. L 30. {f we did acknowledge this | 5th Ground, That 


J ſince Zuzher's time no ſmall number of Proteſtants gyc acknow- 


ledge a real and adorable Preſence, gc, | yet 2t ſeems we are miſta- 
ken &c. It ſeems rather that you are extremely concerted, who 
contend againſt as well the #7, chiefe/t, and be/t Proteſtants, and 
the genume Sons and eminenteſt Superiors 1 your own Church, as 
the Cartholick Church; and all thro that proad pretence, that your 


Senſe, Reaſon, and expoſitions of Scripture aud Antiquity, how wild 


and unſound 1ſoever, are abſclurely certain, and not, as we know 
them to be, meer preſamprimms. Is not this an advancing of your 


ſelf as a ſtandard of Zrath and ſcience, and a requiring (what you 


{o vehemently decry in the Carho/ic% Church, and ſhun in your 


| ſelf) ſubmiſſion of all judements to your Fancies? The Proteſtant 


owning of a ſub5tantial Preſence is not ſaid to be a ground for our 
believing T ranſubſtantiation ; but yet it 1s an argument againlt other 
Proteſtants for that Fazrh of a corporal preſence, which 1s common 
to ſome of therr party with us; and alſo animates us to perlſift 1n 
it, ſince thoſe, who have quitted our commanion, and relinquiſhed 
our faith in other matters, diſcern ſo {trong Motives to retain 
this, that (tho very willing) they cannot, without violence to ther 
conſciences, renounce 1t. 

Pag. 117. 1. 20. /t 7s confeſſed by the greateſt men of their Church 
&x. A forgery. Ourgreat men make the contrary confeſſion ; and 
itany of them fcems to ſpeak towards what this miſter tergns, 
it 1s with reſpect to 7ranſabſtantiation, not a corporal preſence ; 
particularly Scoras, milgquoted Praf.p. 6. That moſt ſubtle Dc- 
Hor (as has bin often anſwered to this molt impudent objection)lays 
it down ; That the Points diſcuts'd by him in his 4/7 D/e. 11.7.3. 
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© do all tntend to maintain, That the Body of Chriſt is truly in the 
©Eucharift ; becauſe to deny that is plainly againſt Faith, for it 
© was expreſly, from the be 7 the Inſtitution of the truth 
© of Faith, that the Body of Chrilt is contain'd there truly and re. 
* ally.--- And afterwards in his Reply to Objet7Zions, fixiug on Tran. 
SſubRtantiation as the manner of the ſubſtantial preſence, he adds : 
* Andif you demand why the Church choſe this ſo difticulr a fenſe 
e\ 7.e. of Tranſubſtantiation being the manner | of this Article,when 
©the words of Scripture may be rendred in a fenfe eaſy, and as to 
< appearance truer concerning this Article. To this Objedion he re. 


© 7urns: 1 fay that the Scriptures are expounded by | the dire 


© of | that Spirit by which they were compoſed. And fo it 15 to be 
«ſuppoſed, that the Catholick Church hath interpreted by the 
* ſame Spirit by which the Faith was delivered to us,v:z.taught by 
© the Spirit of truth , and therefore ſhe choſe this ſenſe becaule it 
© is true. For it 1s nof in the power of the Church to make that 


I" 


<true or not true, but of God the Inſtitutor; but the Church dt- : 


© reQed herein, as tis beheved, by the Spirit of truth, hath expli- 


© cated the ſenſe delivered| 70 Her | by God.--- Now tis evident, | 


that the Schoohman 1s here ſpeaking of 7ranſabſtantiation, not of 
the corporal preſence : next, that he 1 aYs, not the facility or appear- 
ance of a ſenſe to be that deſigned in 


ipture, rs to be regarded m | 


Faith, but the declaration of the Church, mm whoſe cuſtody the tradt. 
zive ſenſe of Scriptare, 1.6. what God intended, not what we fſur- | 
mule, 7s depoſited, and by whoſe month the Holy _ =— Lafſt- | 


Ty; that the Declaration of the Church 1s for Tranſubſtantiation, 
therefore this muſt be concluded to be the proper ſenſe of Scrrp- 
ture, tho that Scripraure found never ſo plaufibly for ſome other 
ſenſe. Our Adverſaries perſevering in an zmpoſture with ſo much 
pertinacy and immodeſty, extorts this tedious Repetition. All we 
ihall further remark upon 1t, 1s ; that it yeilds this eMmrſter a ve- 


ry wholſom Inftruction how to interpret Scrzptare, not by Fewiſh | 


e/toms, nor Rabbinical Delirinms, not by the ſuperficial norices of 
ſcnſe, or vain <Maxims and cheating ſuggeſtions of Science fallly ſ6 
calcd, but by the Gardance of the > 4m. alifted with the Fol 
S117; for of theſe 7wo Direors in expounding Scripture this 
HH nifter ſeldom has regard : whallt Carhohicks enquire of the 
Church what ſenſe the Holy Spirit chiefly deſign'd, and withont 
heſitancy adhere to that he gives, whether it K literal or myſti- 
ca/; becaule our Lord's promite of afſifting the Charch, and lead: 
inz per mo all truth, 1s 10 abtolute, that. we think we may as juſt- 

ly 
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ly diſtruſt his being the Meffiah, as be jealous of his Fidelity or 
Providence in acquitting himſelf of this exgagement. Should we 


not be ſuſpiczons, if without apprehenſion, nay with perfett firm. 


neſs and {ecurity we did not acquieſce in her expoſitions? And 
how many of thoſe, who have leap'd from 7hzs Rock, and commit- 
ted themſelves to the condutt of a Private ſpirit,are now Carried a- 
way by the wind of S9c1n1:ani{m, Fudaiſm, Mahomatiſm or irreligion ; 
whilſt we, that ſtand on it, have not only the ſame Faith ſtill, but 
cannot poſſibly fail by 17helref. 

Pag 1x8. L7. /t is undeniable that their Taterpretation of thoſe 
words | of Inſtitution ] deſtroys the certamty of ſenſe &c. If he 
mean our interpretation of a corporal preſence, then he contradids 
what he thrice told us, that 7he Lutherans do nowolence to ſenſe - 
but if he mean the Interpretation of 7ranſubſtaniiation, his ob[er- 


| vation is wide of the porn? conteſted. But in both meanings tis falſe; 


for we derogate from /enfg not in the leaſt, and if we did in one 


caſe, in obeazence to Faith, (whereto we think ſenſe may as juſtly 


be captivated as the wunder/tanding) , that will not infer, we may in 


1 other, deſtitute of ſuch a revelation, till a pariicular premiſe can 


ſupport an #n7verſal concluſion. The Fallacy and Tgnorance of this 


mportunate Argument, ſo often brought, and fo often bafled and 
expoſed, mult certainly be uſed by theſe men merely to deceive the 


People. As to the Paradox of Miracles being diſcoverable by ſenſe on- 


4 we refer this Minier to Caturn,Biſhop Forbes, and many other, 
] 


allic ——_— for correction, who eſteem them ſtupid that 
e 


ractes in the Zuchariſt? But, what ? Was there no mrac/e in the 
conception of our Lord? What ſenſe acquaints men with 1t? That 
he was a Man we might know by /cnſe, but that he was miracu- 


luſly concerved, only Revelation not Experience allures a// beſides. 
| his Mother. To pals this, how comes 1t to be collected, that if 


one of the evidences of the truth of Chyiftianity cannot be had,, ſtrait 
our certainty of the ruth of Chriftianity 1s deltroy'd? Tell me I 
pray, were Miracles 1ts ſole evidence? Were accomplithments of 
Ol 


eftament-prophectes none, 01 uncertain? Had all PBelevers- 


mrracles before they aflcnted ? Did none beheve with certarnty, but 
{uch as had Afracles to atteſt what was tendred to them? What's 
become of the Beatitude, Þ/ef/ed are thoſe that have not ſeen (a mi- 
:acle, Chriſt riſen, ) and ye# have believed | on the credible relation 
of others, and becauſe 1t was foretold he ſhould reſe , x. |? 


Euchariſtical Miracles ; and truly by ſenſe we diſcern. 


none there. How then, by your favour , came they to diſcern «Mzr-. 


IF; 
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the performance of ſomething in Nature, otherwiſe than any created 


Power uſes, or car do, I ſay, the performance of it by Power Di. 
vine be a Miracle, and that ſuch a performance may be effefted 
in ſpiritual as well as ſenſible aftairs, the knowleag of which 
may and myſt be attain'd, if it be had, by an 2nformation not ſen- 
ſible, then the confining of «Miracles to be objects of Sexſe is cx- 


ploded. Having thus overturn'd 2wo of his Osſervations , his. | 


Arguings from them vaniſh as do all other Zubbles. 


Pag. 119. 1. 4. ---o Papift can have any Reaſon to believe Tran. 
ſubſtantiation to be true, but becauſe he reads thoſe words of holy 


Scripture, Gyc. A Papiſt has the ſame Reaſon to believe Tranſub. | 


ftantiation, tho he cannot read at all, as the firi# Chriftians had 


before the Goſpels were written, or a blind man has now. The | 


miſtake of Dr. S::Hingfleet, Tillotſon, Teniſon, this Anſwerer, and 
others, inſiſting ſo eagerly and obſtinately on the Authority of 
Senſe, grows ( if it be not an Artifice) perhaps from their 
taking te Maxim, Nothing 2s in the Tntelleff which was not be- 
fore m the Senſes, ablolutely ; as if the only Conveyer of No- 


tices to the Mind were the Senſes ; or no 7hought had its birth : 


there without an external promrer ; whenas ( to omit the 11I con. 
ſequences gc. of the later ). there are other means of acquaint- 
ing the /utefeff without the concurrence of the Senſes ; as by 
Good and Bad Spirits, exc. Now Zheſe either convey always the 
fame Notices, as the Senſes, or they do not ; 1f they do, then the 
Mind mult ever judg with the Senſes ; which 1s againlt exper:- 
ence: Tf they do not, how comes the ZnteHef? to determine a- 
gainſ{t the NVozices of Senſe : e.g. in the Magnitude of the Sun? 
Surely 1t negletts the znformarion of Senſe, either upon ſoc 
other more powerful mo7zve and overruling remonſtrauce than 
Senſe has given, or arbitrarzly ; but whether way ſoever it goes, 
the «Maxim 1s rejeted, and the eMzrnd, 'tis clear, does not find 
it ſelf obliged to determine in all caſes as Seuſe depoles. Senſe 
then 1s no Zudg, but only a conveyer of [nte/ligence to the Fuag, 
according to which /zte/lgence ( we confeſs ) that Fude is to 
ceniure and reſolve, except when better /nzeMjgence from Reaſon 
or Revelation be interpolſed,and arreſt ſuch a Judement. Now Senſe 
informs a Cazholick Mind ( that hath ſo much Learning as to read, 
whichProteſtants think few have,they axe ſo 1gnorantly educated), 
that the words of 7uſtitution are in that Book the Church tells him 
are the G/p/5g and neither Reaſon nor Revelation — 
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this Notice, a Papiiz Judges with certainty according to the de- 


| poſition of the Senſes ; but when a Papiſt deſires to proceed fur- 
1 cher, and would underſtand not only that there are ſuch words, 


but alſo what 1s 7hat very meaning, not which may be put upon 
them, (wherein 42s ſenſe and reaſon may aſſiſt him ), but which 
the ZZoly Ghoſt intended, and the Charch holds, then he relies 
not on his ſenſes or reaſon only, becauſe he knows the ſentiments 
of Men to be very difterent, as amongſt themſelves, ſo from the 
Church's and Holy Spirit's; and if he might rely on his own, ſo 
might others, and conſequently colle& oppoſite 7razhs trom their 
difoolane conceptions. Wherefore, he reſorts to that hand which 
reacht out to him the wword's of /n/{itution as Gods word, to give 
him alſo their zrue meanmg, which he recezves, and profe//es with- 
out demur or fear. And thus Papifts arrive at all favmeg-truth ; 
thus they attain Unanimuty, and learn not only to Zh274, but 
ſpeak the ſame thing ; whallt the 292znds and /anguage of all SefZa- 
ries, who pretend to follow ſerſe and reaſon only. in their 7uter- 
pretation of Scripture, are at wars and Babiloniſh. For, private 
Spirits are many, and are Difſenters ; but the Church, the Holy 
Spirit 1s but One, and at Unity with it Jelt. And, thus, I ſup- 
poſe, not oxr, but the cHMmiſter's, culpable ignorance is apparent. 


Tbid. 1 28. ---But let us guit this Refleftion, ye. Content, If 
he would not haſten to vew an!raths, Where is it confels'd, 
that we have neither command, nor example, in Holy Scripture 
for Adoring our Lord inthe Eucharist ? It there be any command 
for Adoring our Lord at all, there 1s for Adoring him m the En- 
chariſt : For, once Adorable and he 1s always and every-where Ado- 
rable, 1n what condition or circumſtances foever ; and ſpecual m- 
Juntrions or mſlantes axe not of neceſſity to warrant or oblige vs 
to Adore. St. Auſtin knew there was a command, or he would 
not have ſaid in Pſal. 98. Peccemus nou Adorando. Again, tho 
we confeſs that Defef7s may pollibly happen, yet who grants 
them to be zfinite or aifficultly avoidable? Is 1t not rather df/s- 
cult ( conſidering the Caution of the Church) that any defects 
ſirould chance, which are deſtructive to the Euchaiist ? Can we 
not have a moral certainty the Prieſt has the Orders to which he 
pretends ? Do not our Sexſes inform vs, as to both the mater and 
Form of the Sacrament, and the ſerious application of the on? to 
the other ? As to. the nrention, t1s true, 1t 1S deemd wecef}.ny 
( will the Miniſter profeſs that none 1s needfa] to the performance 
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of a Religions Aftion ? ) but what degree or ſort of intention, is 2 
Queſtion in the Schvo/s ; ſome Divines requiring more, fome fl. 
Of the later kind, if he un the Reader may view what Cor- 
tenſou writes of it, T heohog. Mentis oy Coratrs, L. 11. p.1. Difſ. 2, 
Append. F. 2. &yc.--<It 1s undoubtingly to be aſſerted, ſays this 
« Modern Divine, that an Intention of ſeriouſly performing the 
« External Rites, amongſt Chriſhtans counted Religious, ſuthces 


« for the validity of a Sacrament ; and, that being obſerved, no | 


<« retention nor perverſeneſs of the Miniſter's Intention doth 
« yoid a Sacrament. This Pofition he confirms by many Autho. 
T1ties, and concludes them with that of the Council of Tren, 
Se/f; 14. Cap. 6. Can. 9. where that Holy Synod declares the $a 
crament not to be performed, if a Prieft af# m Feſt, &yc. inferring 
thereupon, that the Council underſtood by an 7urentron of do- 
ing what the Church does, not ( as this Mm#er) of doing what 
the Church az7ends, but a doing with external ſeriouſneſs what 
the Church preſcribes, Which znference he inforces by Cardinal 
Palavicmi's Reflef#ion on that Paſſage of the Council, par. 2. /.12. 
£. Io. ---*From theſe laſt words, any one reading them may con- 
« jecture, that the Opinion of Cazherzme and other Divines, think- 
«ing a Hi in the Mmifter to att ſerionſly ſuffices for, and that 
« only Feſtzng ( which the Receiver of the Sacrament may diſco- 
«ver ) does obſtruf?, the accompliſhment of a Sacrament , was 


< not expunged. According to this Do&rine then, the Confſe- 


cration of the Zxcharzift does not depend on the Prieſt's be/revms 
TranſubFiantiation, or ſecretly mtending to Conſecrate, gyc. but 
only on an external mtention to do ferioufly what the Church 2n- 


gorns, which 1s very diſcernable to the Attendants by the Prieſt's 


exterior afions and deportment. How many therefore of the 4n- 
ſwerer's Dangers and Deferts are blown away? And 1f Adoration 
may at any time be paid to our Lord in the EachariF, it may or- 


#inarily be ſo, without any ſcruple, by Cathohicks. 
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( x91 ) 


IANIMADVERSIONS npon the Reply to the two 


Diſcourſes concerning the Adoration of our B. Saviour in 
the Holy Euchariſt. 


the oze concerning the Alterations in the Church-Service of 
the Church of England; the ſecond, concerning the Adora- 


: C OME time ago were printed in GXFORD Two Diſcourſes, 


. 7108 of our Bleſſed Saviour in the Sacrament of the FuchariFT.. 
1 The Delign whereof was to ſhew the zucertitude and 7nconſtancy of 
1the Church of England in her Doffrine and Prattices. | Whence 
{it will follow, That none can zruſt or rely upon her Authority, nor 
1 /afely either believe or pratFiſe according to her.diretFions. | Of both 

| thele- the Author took theſe 2wwo Arzicles as a manifeſt and ſuth- 
| ctent inſtance. But becauſe there is nothing ſo zree, againſt which 
| [omewhat may nov be ſpoken, there have bin ———_—_ to theſe 


!wo Diſcourſes, an Anſwer , printed at London; and a Reply, at 


Oxford: neither of them taking much notice of the Author's zv- 
| zentton, but ſpending their learning chiefly about 7ranſul/tant:- 
| at70n, I cannot fay altogether from, but not- much zo, the pur- 
| pole. Yeoh of themallo declare their own opinions to be againſt 
| the Rea/ preſence of our Saviour's body and blood 1n that holy Sa- 
crament, and thereby acknowledge ' themſelves members of the 


modern or preſent Church of England, and conſequently miniſter 
another argumentof the inconſtancy and weakneſs of that Church. 
And 1o let them do. Burt that they ſhould perſwade ws, that the 
ancient Church of England and her beſt writers were of the ſame 
judement, cannot be performed ; it being both againſt their ex- 
preſs writes, and the judgment generally of their mew Church, as 
of Baily, Prin, Hen: Hickman, and as many as have written to 


| jultify the Parizans againſt the Church of Eqn, who all accuſed 


the Antipuritans ( as FHeylin, Laurence, Pocklinton, and the relt) to 
have bin Popiſhly affefFed : as allo did the pretended Reformers, (11 
their Do&rine toriaking Calvrr , and embracing Zuinglus, ) who 
upon this ground, amongſt ſome others, retuſed ro communicate 
with thoſe of the Church of E#n2/and, ( tho of late they denied 


] not to admit the Zutherans.) To theſe Reformers the new Church 
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of England-men have bin pleaſed ( for reafons well enough per. | 


ceived) to joyn themſelves. Neither 1s there any thing confide. 


rable in the oze, which is not in the ozher, of theſe writers. The | 
Anſwerer ſeems to have more /carning, the Rephier 1s better at | 


cavilling and mockery, and had it not bin to. ſhew this Z7a/ler?, he 
needed not to have troubled the world with a vew Yook. He 


{ſaith indeed it is 7 defence of therr quarters; but for this, who is | 


boue, who male fide! paelſor, we appeal to the judgment of our : 


prons and munificent Founders ; who will one day declare whether 

they deſigned their bountjes for them, who hold it not /awful to 
pray for them , who fruſtrate their chief ztenzonm, count them 
{dolaters, and members of a fa//e Church. 


It was long deliberated, whether it were worth the labour to 


take any publick notice of theſe Pamphlets: It was faid; that ' 


they were ſo cradely, negligently, and uncandidly written, that no 
man of parts, /earnms, or true piety, could be miſled by them: 
That the Dyſceurſes ( notwithſtanding theſe oppolitions ) remain 
not only unſhaken and unviolated, but much confirmed and juſtified, 
when io many perſons ( both at London and Oxford) can find-no 
other beſides theſe weak and 7n/ignificaut exceptions againit them, 
tho they take the liberty to ſay what they pleaſe, even to the ae- 
fFamation of their own Church : That, every thing ſaid againſt an 
others writing, (as there 1s nothing more eafie than to repreſent, 
change, cavil, &c, even againſt 7rarh it ſelf,) however called, is 
Not an Anſwer. St. Asftm. complained of his Adverſaries the 
Pagans, (who writ againlt his Books, de crvit. Der L. 5.c.25.) Fx 
cile oft cuguam wider reſpondiſſe eum, qus tacere noluerit. Quid ff 
/oguacins vanitate? guiaideo non poteſt guod veritas, guia ſt voluerit 
etium plus poteſt clamare quam teritas &c. The Side: for whoſe 
pajats thele diſconrſes leem cooked , ( who make themſelves 
Fadees of the moſt difficult controverſies, whereof they are 
wealt capable, ) pronounce againſt him who: 1epheth not /pee- 
arly; and is of 41s fide whois not /elent: That our Author's wrt- 
mhgs carry with them ſuch evidence and [atisfafformeſs, by the per- 
lection of their dſpo/2170n, /trle, learns, arguing, &c, ( which cve- 
ry ingenious Reader 1ces by expericnce,) that we need not fear to 
{ufter thoſe already pong to. paſs without a vindication, or 
to puvhſh thoſe, which as yet remain with us, without a/teration. 

But becaufe care 1s alfo.to be taken for youre men, for ſuch as 
are doub/mg, or weak in the faith, and etpectally lor ſuch as in /- 
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cerity ſeek after the 7ruth, and may be deturned from it either 
by the craftmeſs, or confidence, of 1ts Adverſaries : and becauſe 
we would not be altogether wanzmg to our arty, or leave the 
defence of the Truth to her ſelf, we have taken this courſe to print; 
i. A ſhort Treatife many years ago written, of the. great contro- 
verſy concerning the Zuchari/t, wherein in a manner the whole 
&ppoſetion of the Anſwer and Reply 1s prevented, and both the 
truth and diverſity of Opinions concerning the preſence of our 
Lord in the Sacrament plainly laid open to ſuch as are deſirous to, 
know it. 2. Two Appendixes; the firſt againit the Anſwerer, 
proving copiouſly and manifeſtly, That the Ancient and Learned 
Divmes of the Church of England did acknowledge, as their wriz- 
zngs every where {et forth, ſome real and ſubſtantial preſence of our 
Lord, ſuch as is aſcribed to them by the two Treatiſes. The ſe- 
cond chiefly aims at as plain and eaſy an Explication of the Do- 
&rine of the Church in this great myſtery as we can; and. to re- 
move the prejudices and offences which the Repher, with others of 
the new Zume/ian Church of England pretend againſt it. And tho. 
the Doetrine of the Catholick, Church hath bin ſo often manifeſtly 
proved againit their exceprions, yet do they continually repeat. 
the old Objeftions ; infomuch that we have no hopes to do good to. 
them, nor to any ſuch as take delight in fo/ence and ſcoffery (the 
moſt obvious and trivial ſort of w2z, the daughter of uncharitable- 
weſs, and mother of hbels, and all fort of ſcurri/izy ) againit thoſe, 
who endeavour themſelves to follow, and manifeſt ro others, the 


irue and undonbted Church of God, and way of ſaluatian. 


And they, who for this pions endeavour are mocked and. feorn- 
ed, ought not to make re74rns in the ſame nature, (than which 
nothing is more cafy to him that takes.liberty of ſaying. what he 
pleaſeth ,) but pofſeſi themſekves in patience , conlidering, that. their. 
condition were very much to he /uſpefed, 1t they were not thus: 
treated; for theſe are /natces of a righteous cauſe, and tracks ot. 
their Predecefſors. And indeed, what /ef can they expect , who 
(according to their duty to the holy Cazholrck Church, their Prince, 
and MNation,) ſpend tbemiclves and their time to reance ther. 
countrymen ( for whole ſake, as S. Paul tor the Jets, they arc ica- 
dy to ſacrifice their lives, and all. they have ) out of the moſt £orr7- 
y/ and fatal ſin of Schiſm to the Uuty of the Church? aut of. 
the dangerous principles of drſobedrence and ſedition, to a juitand. 
due ſubmiſſion unto their own. Prince - and out of popular __— 

ul1etts: 
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bellions Perſwaſions aud ſuggeſtions to an eſtabliſhtnent of a firm 
and grounded peace aand unity of the Church and Nation. 
YT. 1. Note, that there 1s a Natural body, and there 1s a rr 


7 94: 


he Real The Natural we call that, which enjoys the ſame qualities where. 
reſenuce of with it was created, and, as the Natural Philoſophers treat of it; 
r Lord itt ſych are dimenſions, figure, weight, impenetrability, circumſcription 
De {£urha- by place, motion, ſenſibility, and the like. But the ſame body, quit 
2 of thoſe conditions, and now '.romargung 1s under far different 
Proprieties, even thoſe which belong to 4uge/s and Sprrits, to 

whom they become ior, pares or £uales, as becoming oxe Church 
and #conomy with them. Thoſe we may beſt conceive by the hi- 
ſtories in the Scripture of the —_ of Angels, or, 1f you 
pleaſe, by our own Souls; which, tho penetrating every atome 
of the Boay, and communicating to it all its powers , yet 1s 
but one in the whoſe; and yet in every part is it wholly , 
whether the body be b;zger or /efjer, mutilated or entire, ne1- 
ther parted, d:mmiſhed , or doubled, nor yet many but the ſame 
foul wholly in every part. For it 1s not in the boay, as in a place ; 
except we ( as this PReplier ſeems) bring 1n Carte/aaniſm, and 
ae the /oal to the g/andula pinealrs; or 11, as 1s molt confo- 
nant to his principles, to ſome oxe atome of 1t , ( contrary to the 
doEtrine of all Chri/tzan Philoſophers,) and the viriue and efficacy 
of 1t only communicated to the other parts of the body. So a 
Sprritual body*®( however this be hard to concetve by 7magination, 
1n this tate accuſtomed to ſenſation and matertality ) hath no cer- 
rain d/men/ions, figure, werght, ſenſibility, or alteration, nor crrcum- 
{cription by place, but as 1t ſelf pleaſeth to diſcover it ſelf. So be- 
{ides the examples of the Angels, our Lord appeared and d:/ap- 
peared, continued and vaniſhed, paſſed thro groſs bodies, and the 
like, as himſelf pleaſed. Now trom circumſcription by place ( or 
an ambient body ) ariſeth naturally an zmpo//abrlity to be m ſeveral 
Places at once. Naturally, I ſay, becauſe by the power of God even 
this guality, as well as the reſt, may be ſeparated from the natural 
boay, as 1t was by his all-powerful wiſdom freely given unto it. 
It ſeems to me little leſs than b/aſphemy to ſay, That the A/- 
mizhty power, which at hrſt created a #ar7ural body with ſuch pro- 
perties, cannot alſo ſuſpend the a&ons of thoſe Properties, or 
conlcrve the ſabjef? without them; 1t being the ſame as ſaying, 
that /Ze cannot work a Miracle ;, all Miracles being a ſaperſeding 
his own rales which he eſtabliſhed agunft all other Nazzral, bur 
| | not 


oncerniusg tual body : the ſame body under ſeveral proprieties and cond:tions.” 
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Lppenarx 7. 
not againſt his own D7vne, Power. And, why not ſuſpend hca/zzy, 
a relative property belonging to the Body, as a Member of the 
Univerſe, as well as werght, or motion, which ſeem more abſo/ute 
and zntrinſecal to the nature of the body ? Why cannot he con- 
travene to one Rule aswell as to another, eſpecially when there 
1s no contradiction ? As there 1s none in this caſe of our Lord's 
Preſence in the Zuchariſt,as both our Author and all Catholicks affirm, 
notwithi{tanding the Rephers ſhuffling to faften ſuch an Opinion 
upon him. To be here and no here, may be a contradidion ; but to 
be here and Zhere, 1s none. But what more. contradid1on is it, 


than that five Zoaves carried by a little Boy ſhould feed fue 


thouſand men, and much more remain than was at firſt; a Mi- 
Tacle preparatory to this of the, Bleſſed Sacrament. And without 
prn__—_ of Bodies ( which granted, introduceth the poſlibi- 
ity of a Body's being in ſeveral places) how can a Camel paſs 


alſo in Heaven, Fo. 1.18. 3.13. 7. 34- 


But as a rr: is not at all confin'd to place, ſo nothing hinders. 


why 1t may not coex;/t with Bodies in dr/tme? places, by which 
alone we know its being in ſeveral locations, ( tho indeed 1t 1s 
xn no /ecation at all 1n proper ſpeaking, contrary to what our 
Kephier afhxeth to Catholicks ), as Z/iſha's Spirit went along with: 


his Servar ; and St. Paul's joy d in beholding the orderly carriage 
of the Colofhans; and the Ev] Sprrits allo (a whole Legion pol-- 


{eſling one, one Sp7r27 inhabiting almolt every atom of his Body), 
and the bleſſed utelar Angels continually behold the face: of God mn 
Heaven,as well as attend their charge upon Zarth.Whereby it leems, 
exempt from the conaizions of Bodtes. 

So then Cazholicks ſay, That the Body of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt 
1s net now under the properties of a natural body ; nor 1s 1t ne- 
cc{lary that it ſhould be /ocalfy any-where, nor beavy, nor ſubject 
to motion, paſſwility, or the like. And when Catho/icks ſay, that 
our Lord's vatural body, or that he 1s corporally preicnt ; they 
mean, That his hoay, even that natural body recelv'd of the /.. 
Firgin: ( for he hath no other) 1s rea/ly, truly, and mdeed pre- 


ſent, and given to us, in the Zuchar/t ; but nor {o rorperally, 2. e.. 


with: thoſe —_— of, or as a natural body, ( for corporally and 
tacally are not the ſame, as our Rep/rer everywhere {tumbles, ) bur 


as /Þiritual, and being now g/orificd: ret therefore not 2s dead ( an 
| | IITS-- 


thro the Eye of a Needle, which yet 1s pollible with God as is. 
what our Lord faith of himſelf, when upon Earth, that he was . 
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irreverent expreſſion, to ſay no worſe, of the Repher ) but yet as 
given, and having ſufterd for us; even 1n the ſame manner as 
himſclt, our bleffed High-Prieft, continually Offtereth it up to the 
Father for us. 

Again, Note, That the be/towing and recetving of the benefits 
of our Lord's Paſſion 1s giving ſomewhat rea/, but that real is 
not his body and b/00d, nor in proper ſpeaking are thoſe the bene. 


fits of his body and #/0d ( for then they could not be receiv'd 


without the body and blood, whereas now they are, according to 
our Repher , accidents without a ſubjef?, and effetFs without a 
cauſe), but of his paſſion and ſufferings. And therefore our Sa- 
vViour declares the uſe and benefit of his body and blood by cating 
and drinking, which are not compatible to the benefits of his 
Paſſion by any metaphor, or ſimititude whatſoever. And there- 
fore the Second Edition of the Znghfh Commoun-Prayer-Book leaves 
out theſe words, The body and blood gyc. and only lays, Take and 
eat this | Bit of Bread and Sup of Wine | rm remembrance that 
Chriſt died for thee, and feed on him mm thy heart by Faith with 
thankszrymg. And the firſt Edition of the Cazechiſm ſaith, Fidem 
eſſe os atima, guo cibum hunc plane divinum to ſalutis juxta 
emmortalitatis plenum, oy Spiritus Sant gratia communicarum re- 
cipimus. Faith 1s improperly ſaid to receive ( except in the ſenſe 
of thoſe Proteſtants who take it for application of Chriſt's perſo- 
nalriehteouſneſs to us :) but what reſembles eating and drinkin. in 
or by Faith, or what adtions of Faith correſpond to them T can- 
not 1magine. 

Bur our Saviour. repreſents his bogy unto us under the notion 
of mear and 1ts effefs, particularly the Manna, whereunto he 
compares 1t. Such are, 1. To conſerve, nouriſh, advance, re- 
{tore in us what by worldly converſation, and the like, is decay'd 
and weak ned; and toſtrengthen us 1n our Spiritual life and eſtate 
as the Food it ſelf was Spiritual. 2. By uniting 'us to the Food, 
( Fleſh of his Fleſh, Bone of his Bone) (contrary to the Manna 
and narural meat, which receive life from the nouriſhed ) it makes 
us partakers of his Lite, which being immortal and glorious, 
renders ours {uch alſo. And 3. Other Food being either inani- 
mate, or having a Life inferior unto, and differing from ours ; 
this Body of his 1s become ſuperior, more Divine » Ao ours, and 
is a gtickrning Sprit. And therefore we ſhould receive his Body and 
Blood alter the manner of wazaral bodies ( which the Capernartes 
and our /o:ſual Deoftors can apprehend) it would profit us no- 

thing, 
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Ithing, as to the great effe&ts promiſed by our Receiving in the 
JEucharult, And theſe effefZs are 7ruc and real ( not notional or 
1 magmary, or by Faith only apprehended ), yea much more than 
Jthe Manna. Faith being an af/ent in the underſtanding, is quite 


{different from enjoyment in the will and affeftrons. And Faith, 


1:.e. a believing either that our Lord was the 7rue eMeſ/ias, or 
| Meſſenger from the Father ( tor elfe he could not be the zraue 
{Fread which came down from Heaven ), or that this, which 7s 


Jgruen 45s , 1s the real Body of our Saviour ( for elſe it would 
{be only common Bread), precedes the Receiving, yet is not any 
[part of it, much leſs the enjoyment of any of the effe&s of it. 


| Again, If eatimg by Faith ( whatever it lignthes) be a/ that 1s 
[meant in the Zzucharit, how comes 1t to be preferr'd before the 


+ Hanna, which was a continual Miracle, and daily exerciſe of 
2 their Fazzh 2? And why would our Lord ſuffer ſo many of his 


1 Followers to go away from him, when he nught in fo few words 


ſhave 1nform'd them of the Truth without a Metaphor ? Why 
{ſhould he uſe ſuch ſublime and ſpiritual expreſſions, repeating 
'1t to be his boay and blood, that 1t came down from Heaven, that 
| be would grue it for the life of the world, gc. and not once explain 


| the meaning of thole,to them,obſcure phraſes ? And if the Church 
* Catholrck, and even the Church of Z7gland till the laſt of King 


| Edward VI. had not conceiv'd ſome great Myltery, why would 


; ſhe keep the words ſo obſcure, and really, as they ſuppoſe, 1mpro- 
| per, of the 7/tirution fo preciſely, even till the Church of Zng- 
{/and made the breach , and by the Exprellions different from the 
| whole Church, profeſs'd her ſelf not to be a Member of 1t? But 


of this ſufficient is ſaid before, and in the Reformation of the 
Church of England, from F. 148. Wherefore the Carholicks, ſpeak- 
ing of the rea/ preſence of our Lord, meane, the very ef/ence, 
| ſubſtance, the very thing 1t ſelf is there preſent, taken, and eaten 
by us, and not only the benefits of his Paſſion believ'd by us. And 
in the Church's ſenſe we ule in this Diſcourſe the words rea/y, 
really preſent, &yc. and yet not naturally, locally, or any other man- 
ner of its being according to the gua/ities of a natural body. 


And note ſecondly, That theſe Writers, and. others pretend- 


ing to be of the Church-of Znz/and, by their ſpiritual, by Faith, 


| myſtical, eating (which they ſometimes alſo call Sacramental) 1n- 


{ tend a ſenſe contrary and oppoſite to eating the natural body of 
1 our Lord /ſpiritualiz'd, and that 1s all the cating they acknow- 


Dd ledg. 
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ledg. The Catho/ick Church alſo uſeth the ſame word. ſpiritual 


in oppoſition to real, or ſacramental; meaning thereby the re. 
ception of ſome ſpiritual grace or encreaſe of it. As the Fathers | 


in the Wilderneſs did eat the ſame meat («Manna and the Rock. | 


water ) ſpiritually, 19 as nwuch as theſe were Types of ſpiritual 


things under the Goſpel, by receiving whereof they alſo obtain'd | 
the graces of Gods Spirit, And this ſpiritual reception of Grace | 


1s not only 1n the ZacharrsFt, but in all the other Sacraments, in | 


all aftions of Devotion and Piety, and all manner of well-uſing 


Grace once given. But this 1s not all the Sacramental receiving, | 
tho confain'd in it. So that there are two manners of receiving + 
Grace, and our Sayionr : 1. Spiritual ouly, which our Replier lays | 
is all. 2. Spirzzual and real, or Sacramental ; becauſe proper to : 
the Enchariff. The real without the ſprrizual profiteth nothing, ? 
Fea lt 1s alſo dammable. - For except a man come to the Zucha. I! 
+: well prepar'd, z.e. by Mortifications, Devotions, Acts of Re. ' 
ligion (2. e. in a ſtate of Grace) he eats and drinks condemnation 


79 himſelf. The ſpiritaal recerving without the 7eal profiteth in- 
deed, but neither ſo much, nor 1n ſuch manner, as when they are 


Jorn'd both together : For ſpiritual recerving 1s of more Grace upon 
well-uſing the former, 1s only in general, and in the zuner man; || 
therefore difhcultly diſcern'd, and more ſubje& are we to be de- ? 
ceiv'd in it. But rea/ receiving (as all other Sacraments) 1s in- © 
{tituted to help the weakneſi and imperfet aiſcerument of our | 


piritual and immternal condition by ' the wi/ible /iens of nviſtble 
Grace therein beſtow'd. The ſprrizual eating gives us a right and 
title to Grace, but the other 1s the very inſtrument of conveying 
it. Alſo in 7hat, Grace 1s given according to the meaſure of the 
Receiver's diſpoſition ; and that Grace allo which 1s of the {ame 
nature with thole diſpoſitions. But 1in the Sacraments are given 
uew and peculiar Graces; as in Bapriſm, the forgiveneſs of all ſins 
already committed, and admi//ion into the Church of Chrilt, and 
all the rzghts and benefits thereof : So 1n the holy Zxcharift, there 
is. conferr'd allo forgzveneſs of ſins, and a nearer mcorporating us 
into our Lord himſelf more intimately, and conſequently a more 
certain. hope and confidence of cternal life ; by receiving h1mſeff 
into us, who 15 now become a 9gac&nms Sprrit unto us, work- 
ing by his hoay recerv'd ( the feed of immortality ) all things ne- 
ce//ary or uſeful to our happy progreſs thither. Be pleaſed there- 
tore to conſider ; Whether they, who acknowledg no other than 
a ſpiritual receiving, do not either quite eyacuate the porwer wa 
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efcary, of at leaſt d1mmiſh much and weaken the foree of this 
Jorotme Sarrament? And allo, that whoever they are, who endea- 
Jrour to ſzhjeff or rednce Religion to the Rule of Reaſon, do not 
n effee# deny and deſpiſe the wiſdom of God declar'd in the my- 
Iery of onr holy Religion? | 


Note Thirdly, That Catho/rcks trouble not themſelves to recon- 
ale Religion to Philoſophy. Their endeavour is to underſtand the 
1iruc ſenſe of what God hath revealed; and to this purpoſe they 
Jmake uſe of all the helps which others do, but principally de- 
Jpend upon what the Charch Catholick and her Dodors from time 
[to time have receiv'd and declar'd; 2.e. how they, to whom our 
Lord committed his Myſteries, have from the beginning believ'd 


: ind de/ryer'd that charge deliver d unto them ; how the pradZice 
hath zrzerprezed the Zaw ; and how the Foly Spirit, by his In- 


{{truments the Clergy of the Cazholick Church, hath continued 1t 
1down to their time. Nor do they regard what either private nter- 
{pretartion, or what Phzloſophy, or Principles fram'd by men's under- 
1/taudings out of their experzence or frame of Languages ſuggeſt. 
: They leave theſe to them, who affect to diminiſh the anfathomable 
{knowledg communicated to us by God in his Reve/ations ; to Art- 


Zans, Soctmans, Latifudinarians, and other Dottors of Senſualiiy. 
"But the 7rae ſenſe of things reveal 'd being ſettled, they argue and 


reaſon thereupon as much as they pleaſe, according to rules na- 
{tural to the Underſtanding, and perfected by the Art of Logan 
The Rules and Artifice of eo gating I ſay, they uſe and ap- 
| prove ; but ſuch promcples as are obſery'd out of azure and her 
eperations, they ſubordinate to Farzth. So that 1n ſtrict and pro- 
r ſpeaking, they do not oppoſe Faith to Reaſon, but -only to 
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Philoſophy. For it the zntellef? be raſa Tabula, it can argue irom 


nothing ( tho Arguing and Reaſoning be 1ts chicteſt work, to 
Twhich it 1s naturally directed ) but what 1t recelves irom 
without, either by the Sexſes, and zwformation of others, or by Re- 
| we/ation, [ except ( which 1s very rare ) that God by himſelf, or 
1a good Angel, immediately illuminates the Underſtanding ( as 1 
foretclling things future or abſent), or by means of fome repre- 
ſentation receiv'd by the /magination |, Now tho the expreſſion, 
utification, and apprehenſion of thirigs reveal 'd, 1s indeed convey d 
to us 1n words ws 3 As by ſenſe, yet the hing fiemfied 1s 


by the ord and Spirit of God revealing it ; which doth not only 
} D d pA repre- 
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1 not diſcover'd by the ordinary notions of ſenſual knoreleds, but 


199 


200 


Appendix IT. 
repreſent more obje&#s to the under/tanding,but allo enlightens the 


faculty, and enableth it to diſcern ſpiritual 7himgs as much clear. 
er than Nature teacheth, as a man can better diſcern by the light 


of the mid-day Sun than by the glimmering of the Moor ; or in | 
a clear air-than in the zhickef? miſt. The outward ſenſible Word | 


is of men, and according to humane ſpeech ; but the mrernal Word | 


is known to us only by Jeſus Chri/t, who by thele ordinary ſounds 


(the Holy Spirit concurring with them) conveyeth to us the * 
great and otherwiſe zncomprehenſtble myſteries of our ſalvation, | 
which are therefore trampled on and deſpiſed by the worldly wiſe, 

Gee it by,ſenſe and reaſon. | 


who reduce all our &yow/edge to, and mea 
So then, it is not reaſon which the Catholicks oppole, but the 


principles of reaſoning taken from AriFtotle, expertence, humane te. | 


{timonies, vain Philoſophy, and the like. To all whioh we preter | 


thoſe propo/itions of that molt Sacred Religion firit diſcovered ! 
by our Lord Feſus Chriſt in his perſonal converſation here 
on earth, and after his departure continued and propagated | 
in and to his Church by his holy Apoftles, and their Suc- | 


ceſſors, tothe end of the world. Nor can 1t be ſaid that theſe 
propeſations or principles of Philoſophy axe more rational than thoſe 
de fide, any more than the promciples.of one Scrence are more ra- 
tional than thoſe of another. As for contradiEton of faith. « + 


the account of /exſe, (which in effe& amounts to the denial of ! 
faith,) 1t hath bin ſo often and clearly anſwered, ( particularly | 


in the preceding ſhort D//cour/e,) that it ſeems needlets tor repeat 
it. In ſhort, /-»/e teacheth us not that this 1s (v. g.) #read'or a 
ſtone, for this is an ation of af/ent or judzment, (whether 1n the 
imagination or intellef 1t mattereth. not,) which affirms or dentes 
molt frequently as 1t 1s accuſtomed without conſideration ; and er- 
reth not, except where 1t too haſtily afſents againſt a 7ruer Pro. 
poſition ; 2.2. fich a Propoſition, whoſe truth 1s dcelared by or 
from a more certain Principle. As ordinary underſtandings con- 
ceive the Diameter of the Sun to be no more than of 3. foot, (their 
ſenſe ſo informing them, ) or that this 1s bread, which ſeemcti1 
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ſuch: Yet are both thele errors controiled, the one by Demonſtra. : 


7Z10n, the other by the infallible. Ford of God in his Church. 
Thoſe of the preſent Church of Zneland, agreeing with the pre- 


tended Reformed, and contradicting their own Predeceſ/ors, accule 
the Catholrck Church of 7dolatry upon three accounts. 1. For wor- 
ſhiping God belore an /mage. 2. Uling towards God the medzation 
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and nzerceſſion of the B. Yirgin, Angels, and Saints. And 3. For 
adoring our B. Lord Zeſus Chriſt in the Holy Sacrament. We here 
ſpeak of the /aff. 

1. Adoration conſiſts partly in zuternal, partly external, aQtions. 
The externalare for the molt part the ſame in all Religions, Chri-- 
ſhan or Heathen ; and are the effects and demonſtrations of the: 
znternal : the ſentiments and aftections of the Sou/ either naturally 


or out of cuſtom thus exprefling themſelves. Onely 7rae Rel. 


g70u hath reſerved Sacrifice as appropriated only to the mot High 


God, and to no creature whatſoever. But. the HZeathen' do not ob-. 


ſerve this. We ſhall not ſpeak of 1t here. 


2. All a#ons of Adoration mult be either to God, or a creature, 


and the zuternal ations or intention are thole which determin the 
external to the one or the other. Nor doth, nor can, any one 
know by the external ations, whether G9, or the creature be wor-. 
ſhiped but by ſome exterzal and declared interpretation of the 7- 


 Zention. Therefore no man ought to guage of another man's ado. 


ration without ſuch znzerprezarion; and he that doth ſo, /inneth. 


3. Whoever gives the worſhjp due to God unto a creazare ; or, 


whoever in his devotzons gives or attributes that to a creature 
which belongs to Gd onely, 1s guilty of /do/arry, as taken in a 
large ſenſe. 'The worſhip due to God conſiſts in aGts of farrh , 
f. believing whatever he hath, or doth reveal, and by that regulat-- 
ing the under/tanding, | of hope, | truſting 1n Him alone both for 
the things of this and the other world, by this regulating the. 
will, | and of charity, | loving God above all things, andall other 
things for His ſake, by this mo the affefons. | 

4. Almighty God may be worſhiped 1n all p/aces, and at all 77mes : 
bur it 1s required to worſhip him when we come 1nto his preſence, 
and where are performed actions more ſo/crm, and appropriated 
unto him. 

5. The perſon of our T.ord Jeſus Chriftis to be worſped with 
the worſhip due to God alone, becauſe he 1s God bleſſed for cue; 
and the rather, becauſe he 1s a perſon only as the, humane nate 
is aſſumed into the perſon of the Son of God. Neither 1s he to be 
worſhiped as here or there, but there 1s an gb/2a710n- to worlhip- 
him in the Zacharift ; becauſe he hath both by himſelf and his 
Church declared him to be there preſent. And tho he were nerf 
there preſent, yet is the Adoration, being by the intention directed 
to Him alone, and not to any creature preſent or abſent, an act of 
devotion, and acceptable to him. And they who call this /dola- 
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7ry, commit 2 very great /iz; 'deptiving our Lord of his honoar, 
condemning his Whole Charch of 7dolatry, and conſequently ae- 
knowledging that he had no Church upon earth ; making them. 
ſelves judges of their brethren; and 1mputing to them a,/i which 
they utterly abhor, yet which cannot be known but by their» 
own confeſſion. 

But, ſay they, The Church mm the Conncil of Trent hath declared, 
that we ought to worſhip the holy Sacrament. ( Sacramentum.) 
To which ( tho ſo often anſwered) we ſay, that this word 54- 
cramentum hath three {ignifications : r. Tt 1s taken for the thmg 

ſienified only, res Sacramentt, the body and blood, or perſon of our 
Lord; and this 1s to be worſhiped with Drvme worſhip. 2. For 
the /iens, ſpecres, or viſible accidents, to which no other worſhip 1s 
due beſides that reverence which belongs to the z2/truments of 
holy worſhip. 3. For both the /zen and 7hing /ignfied together ; 
and thus underitood the Sacrament is not properly ſaid to be 
worſhiped, tho improperly 1t may ; becauſe part of it, the res Sa- 
cramenti, is to be worſhiped : and that which belongs to the prin- 
_—_ is ordinarily attributed to the who/c; as a man wunder- 
flanas, thinks, argues, &c, tho theſe be only the adorns of the Soul. 
The like di$7int1on ſerves alſo for the word Faſt ( Hoſtia), 
which theſe writers ſeem to lay as a /lumbling-block before the 7- 
norant. For it 1s ſometimes uſed for the outward /iens, ſpecies, or 
whatever 1s v7/tble before conſecration, and 1s not to be worſhiped ; 
ſometimes for the = as in #ph. 5.2. who alone 1n pro- 
po ſpeaking 1s to be worſhiped. But having occaſion, by God's 
leſling, in convemient rinte to ſpeak more copiouſly upon this 
ſubje&, we ſhall here add no more. 


Thus have we briefly ſet down what we conceive neceſſary 
to explicate the Dod7rine of the Carholick Church in this great my- 
/tery : ſuthciently alſo, we hope, to 2w/tru&? them who intend their 
ſafoation, who are not defirous a /ye ſhould be the 7rath, nor pre- 
ter their own uncertain conjefFures againlt God's Church. Whom 
alſo we feriouſly admonilh to beware of thoſe zeachers, who debaſc 
and lower the great grace and mercy of God communicated to 
us by our Zord, ( who 1s made unto us wwiſdo7 as well as juſtice and 
JanZ7ifiration,) by debaſing 1t to their own fancies, which they 
Cail reaſon as did all the ancient Feretichs and Mahomet him- 
felt, rhat great falſe Prophet. To take away all myſtery out of 
Chritigcn Religion, 1s to wilify it, and to aſh the virtuc of farth 
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and advancement of the wnder/landing, and thereby alſo of picty 
and devotion. For it 1s no wonder, that thoſe ſublime and hoy 


paſſions or operations, experienced by devout perſons, are by ſuch 
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people ridiculed, to ſay no worſe. For if the Ferozcal ads of 
Faith are denied and deſpiſed, 1t mult needs follow, that thoſe 
ereat favours beſtowed by God upon his he/t ſervants mult neither 
be enjoyed, nor credited. 

' Bur omitting theſe marters, let us proceed to examin ſome 
ſuch few particalars 1n the Repler's: Diſcourſe, as ſeem to con- 
tain ſomething cor/zderable. For it would be too much abuſin 
the Reader's #7me and patrence to diſcover or reprehend all the. 
errors of that Pamphlct, wherein I know not it there be any 
once period that 1s not obnoxious. 


To omit the firſt Chap. containing nothing of conſequence , 
we will take notice of the ſecond, which ſeems to be to pur- 
poſe. Our Author's chief de/jgn was to ſhew the Alterations of 
the Church of England, after her departure from the Church Catho- 
lick, both mm Dofrrine and Praezice, taking this one Article as an 
inſtance in both. ' In this chapter the Repher takes notice ct theſc 
alterations ; and tho he would gladly deny them, yet is ita thing 
ſo manife/t, that he rather thinks fitting ro azmmiſh them, and 
notwithitanding the a/zeraz7ons,to afhtirm that the Church of Zn2- 
land never changed. 

Little alterations he calls them, and yet ſaith they are he 7erms: 
of her communion. Nothing certainly 1s /77/e 1n the Church'es 
forms, eſpecially in our molt venerable and ſolemn worſhip, and. 
the very chzefe/t and moſt zmportant ſervice of God, even the only 
holy ſacrifice of our Religion, and admitting us Zo, and feeding vs-. 
at, his own Table: -not /ittle that Article, upon which they chiek. 
ly juſtify their departure from the Church, and by which they 
continually keep their ſubjects in aſobedience unto, and alienation : 
from, Her : not /:t7/e, which contains the ferms of the Church'es 
communion; {o that he who af/en!s not to thele, however affer- 
mg (in their ſeveral ſeaſons, ) 7.c. he that did not believe the Peat. 
preſence at the fir? ſetting forth the Common Prayer-b59%, and he 
that did belreve 1t at the ſecond, was holden as excommunicale. Not 
{ittle, to the diſobedience whereof ſuch ſevere Penalties were 1m- 
poſed both by As of Parliament, and Canons of 1603. Again, 1} 


fo /irtle, why would they for hem change 7hgſe of the Arcrent 
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Church, except 1t were for an extreme 27ch of ſeparating from 
God's Church? the formality and efſence of Schiſm. 

Ib. T7 his defren is impertinent. No, it was the very primary 
mtention of the Author, as 1s plain enough. But admit the 
Church of England hath wavered in her Do@rmes, (as our Authoy 
proves irrefragably,) 1t follows, that ſhe diſclaims the authorita- 
tive condutt of her ſubjeCts,- by whole d&rmes (except they ſub- 
mit to ſo many changes ) they can never be ſecure : and they who 
do change, cannot keep the anzty of the fairh which themſelves a. 
ter : but are more like to chilaren, unconſtant, uncertain, hurried 


_ about with every new blaſt of doftrine, as a +055 gag perſon of a 


different perſwaſion or intereſt plealeth to command. "This 1s not 
the end, tor which our Good Lord ordained the Chrgy his Succeſ- 
ſors. In the beginning of King Edward YT. Reign, at the framing 


of a new Common prayer-book, was allerted the Real preſence of the 


boay and blood of our Lord m the Euchariſt, (as hath already, and 
( by God's afiſtance ) ſhall be more ſhew'd by and by.) In his latter 
end, this dodFrine was changed to Zauinglianiſm. In Q. Elizabeths 
time both were joyned 1n the form of the Z:turgy, but the decla- 
ration again{t Real preſence was omitted ; which, in the Rubric in 
1661, was lick d up again. Likewiſe alſo the Carechiſm was 
changed. In King X#dward's time the Zachari/t was expreſſed in 
Zuinizlins's notions; which 1n Q. Z/2abrth's time were omitted, 
and in King Zames's time thoſe for a Real preſence inſerted. The 
Articles alſo were new mode//d : the firit that T can find were, 
towards the later end of King Edward, againſt the Real preſence. 
Q. Elizabeth altered them again, leaving out thoſe things ſeem- 
ing to her {candalous, and againſt the Real preſence. And indeed 
the Articles were not framed to declare the 7rue dof#rive of Reli- 
g10N, __— to the word of God interpreted by the Catholick 
Church , but for avoiding &rver/277es of opinions | amongſt them- 
ſelves | eſtabliſhing ſome ſort of conſent, and healing the increaſ- 
ing ulcers amonglit the 7eachers of the newly changed Religion. 
Again, why doth ſhe puniſh Dyenters? ſince her ſe/f difſents fre- 
quently from her /e/f, and conſequently hath zaught that which 
1s faiſe. So who can have confidence, that in be/reving her faith, 
or obedience to her commands, he endangereth not his ſalvation. 
Lven at this day the Repher and his party teach contrary to the 
former learned men of their own Church, and by their own pra- 
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Adore the Elements. |, Father the Replier knows that all Ca- 


tholicks declare, (which none but God and themſelves can diſprove ) 


that they deteſt the adoration of any creature , and of the ZXle- 
I ments 10 the Exchari/t, and then he voluntarily ca/amniates them : 
J or he doth oz know it; and then why will he undertake to con- 
J tute 7h, whoſe Dofrive he doth not wnder/land? The ſame 
Jzblurd error of local preſence of our Lord he every where goes a- 
q bout to confure, which the Catholicks difdain as well as the Za- 
1 ing ans. 


' 


| tow mimpertinent to urge ont of the Rubricks &c.) What new 
kind of anſwering 1s this, to frequent in the Repher! Tr 1s very 
unreaſonable, yer proper to, and frequent with this Replzer, that 
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Z he ſhould teach his Adverſary what to lay. It 1s an caſy matter to 
1 «/wer what b1me/f luggeſts, but not ſo uſual to propoſe what he 
would confute. But to fay ſomewhat to this alſo; the Zomzrhes are 
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J not quoted, becauſe they are of no authority, having bin ſet on foot 
{(even as ſome of their own Pzſhops, diſputing againlt the Puritans, 
Jhave owned) only pro Zempore, and to ſerve a turn. And what 


1 fay the Arzicles of them, but that they contain wholſorm and p7- 
* ous doetrine neceſſary for thoſe times? Burt do not they allo contain 
5 lome 97 prons, wholſom, or orthodox? The authorized Catechiſm 
- 1s clear enough for the Ca7holickh Dottrine, as is proved, Appendis 7. 
: but he means Nowel's Puritanical Catechiſm ; as alſo Bradford, 
Jand FZoper ; of whom we know nothing but what Fox (a man 


{of no authority) reports from themſelves. He alſo is angry that 


4 Cranmer is not conſulted, a man whole charafer 1s truly let out 


m 4p. 7. as maybe ſhewed in due time. For the preſent let it 


]futfice, that we think him of no au7horrty ; as neither 1s Yurnet. 


| But 1s not the PReplzer jn difliculties, when he can find no Patrons 
but ſuch as 7heſe ? 

T he Church of England hath always held a Real preſence, ſo far 
as a real partecipation implies one. | But if there be no real particr- 
1pation of his Boay at all, as this Replier afterwards every where 
Jconfeſleth, but onely of the Yenefits of hrs Sufferings, then by his 
{own confeſſion there is no Rea/ preſence. But this being the main 
1 point of the difference upon which this Replter infilts; let us 
1 tearch a little deeper. 1 ſay then, 1. That 1n the beginning ot 
1 the pretended Reformation under Fdw. /7. the Doctrine of the 
| Church of Zg/and was, That our Zord's Body and Blood were ve- 

ally ( by really, I mean, efeutially, ſubſtantially.) preſent mm the 
E e ; 
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Encharift. This is plain by the words of Conſecratzon, and deli. 


very of the Sacrament, where the very form of the Catholick |, 


Church was kept, only with the addition of ſuch words as more 
efteually concluded it. The Cazholich form is , Corpus Domint 
Neſtri Feſu Chriſti cuſtodiat animam tuam in vitam aternam. The 


Engliſh was, The body of our Lord Feſus Chriſt (which was given | 
EA ) preſerve nr _ and ſoul into everlaſting hfe. When the | 
e 


Common praper-book was 


'þin brought up to underſtand 


nt into Scot/and , this Form was re-in- | 
troduced, and the other addition refuſed ; which kindled a mighty Þ 
' flame 1n Scotland, they apprehending 1t to be Popery, as appears by | 
Baily's Lagenſium autocatacriſiss Now it cannot be 1magined Þ 
that the Ziturgy-makers ſhould tranſlate the words of the Maſh, | 
and yet intend to give them a quite afferent /tgnification, without | 
giving any #0zzce of 1t to the p__ That the people, who had # 

the real body of our Lord by corpus | 


Domini--cuFtodiat animam tuam--- the next day ſhould, hearing * 


the ſame words in E#ng/ſh, underſtand only the real benefits of 
Chriſt's paſſion, and not underſtand at all how theſe benefirs could ! 


be eazen or g7ven. by the Prieſt, or how they were given for (rather 


than Zo) the people, as neither how they ſhould preſerve the Re- Þ 
ceiver's boay. Truly our 4uthor and the Carhoheks have too great a | 
kindneſs for the Church of England, than to impoſe upon her ſuch | 


an abominable prevarication , ſuthcient to drive away all men from 
her communion. But if the words were ſo. to be under{tood, and 
no alteration intended, why ſhould they 1n the next edition,with- 
in ſo few years, a/ter them after another manner, and quite affe- 
rent intention? But of this by and by. 2/4, I ſay, that betore 


the death of King Zdw. YT. they altered their doctrine from a : 
Real preſence of our Lord's boay, to real effects or benefits of his | 


Paſſion, or ſomewhat like it, it yet they acknowledged any benc- 


fits atall : for 1n the fit it was, preſerve thy body and ſoul &c, | : 
which was a rea/ benefit ; but in the ſecond, 1s none, but, Do this * 
19 remembrance of Chriſt's ſufferings, and feed. on him &c, but what * 
venefir or benediftion 18 received, 1s not expretled ; for they al- | 
zered all things in the L77arzy which might any way countenance | 
tne benefis of real preſence. *ſhey kept indeed the words of Conſe- | 
cration, bur gave over the handling the. Cha/tce, Patin, &c, lo that | 
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they left the words, without application to any matzer, that every |S. 


man might underſtand them as he pleaſed. Which was alſo the | 


reaſon why they omitted the words of del/rvery , ſubſtituting; 
Take aud cat this in remembrance that Chriſt died for thee, and feed 
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I on him in thy heart by faith with thanksgrumg. This, what ? ind:- 
WE. viduum vagum, or perhaps nothmg, 1t nothing conſecrated, as it 


oY ſeems; or pon ſomething, but they know not what, as not be- 
he 028 reſolved of that pozr?, but only that it was not the real bogj 


J of our Saviour. 'This appears allo by the Raubrick, by the Arr. 
i cles, and Declaration, all which are 1et down plainly by our Aa- 
: © (bor, ch.'i. The 3d Alteration was made by Q. E/2abeth, at her 
cl coming to the Crown. For ſhe being, as is noted, zealous for 

) | the Do&trine of the Real preſence, and divers of the Clergy then 


it # ny things as the /econd had done out of the j7r/?, and ſome things 
» 4 eſtablithed 1n the ſecond, particularly the Rubrrc, and the Deel, - 


= 1 rariow in the Article ;, but in the words of delrvery joyning both 
Ws # forms together. So that 1t was dref/ed for all paiates, whether 
n, || according to the ge 9 4 and /incerity of the Goſpel, I judge 
of | not. But thoſe of the Church of Zng/and, who were leſs 27. 
#4 1fe#cd with Geneva, conſidering theſe things, broached a mew = 
= 4 nion ; That the Body of our Lord was inaced really in the Eucha- 


J r:/t, but not with the Symbols, but to the Recerver only : and hereby 
= indeed they ſalved the words of the form, but whether ettefvely, 


bY ; and according to truth, I refer you to the fir/? of theſe Appen- 
wil d:xes. In King James's time there ſeems not to be any confide- 
4 rable alteration, ſave that there was added in the Catechiſm a 


us few gueſt;ons concerning the Zucharift, entirely conformable to 
© { this Dofrrime of the Charch of England: which diſtinguiſhing the 

| benefits from the thing received, they ſay that the Body of our 

'© 1] Lord is there 7ruly and indeed, and x tor i it, vere (F revera. 
' {| How rea/ter and revera differ, I know not ; as neither why the 
'* ] Repher ſhould applaud the Church of Erg/and for not uſing the 
{ word reafy, which rather ſeems a confeſſron of her guilt of Schiſm- 
© | inasmuch' as in thoſe do&rines, wherein the agrees with the Ca- 
'” Þ zholick Church, ſhe chooſeth to abſtain from her terms. The 
1 44h Alteration was in King Charles 7 time, in the Book of Com- 
| mou Prayer ſent down into Scotland, wherein moſt things were 
| reduced to the jir/t edition of King Edward YZ. but was molt bar- 
] barouſly defamed by the Presbyrerians there for Popery. But Arch- 
| Biſhop Lawd did not intend any Popery ; but vainly imagined to 
] ſettle a Church, neer to, but not conformable with the Cazho/rek 
1 Religion, which was 1mpoſfible ; it being not a p/ant planted by 
' | our Lord, but of his own po/icy, and therefore was to be rooted up; 
" | or a branch torn from the /7ne of the Carholich Church, and _— 
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fore dead and unjruitful. The laſt Alteration was at the Return 
of King Charles 77. wherein was a contrary courſe endeavoured, 
a pnying with the Presbyterians; a buſineſs ſomewhat plau. 
ſible, but not according to Reljgion. 'Then was brought in the 


Rubrick againſt the Real preſence. And tho ( as I have heard) the 


Clergy at that time made great oppo/itzon, yet when by an ZZighes, | 


Porecr it was eftabliſhed, they all ſubmitted to, and embraced, it. 


The Church hath akways held a Real preſence, ſo far as a real | 


Participation implies one. | It 1s molt certain, that 1t the Boay of | 


..our Lord be really received 1t 18 alſo really preſent. But the Re. 
plier owns not a real participation of the Body of our Sawoar, but | 
a figurative one, of the benefits of his Paſſton; and thoſe not really, | 
but by faith only, which 1s only of things revealea, and things | 
not enjoyed : befides, the reception 1s ora/ only, and not of the 
benefits or effets, but of the breadand wine, after which follows | 


a feeding by faith, which 1s properly ſpoken neither of the ſym- 


bols nor the benefits. That the Church of England never acknow- | 
.ledged any ozher preſence 1s falſe, as hath bin ſhewed both in the | 


precedent D:ſcourſe and Appendix ; and if theſe re/timonzes be not 
tuftcient, he ſhall have as many more as he pleaſeth. But fee his 
Inſtances p. 14. how a rea/ reception may be of a thing rea/ly ab, 
ſent; He that receives a Diſciple, medors Chriſt. But this 1s not 


a really 7rue , buta figurative, expreſſion ; ſignifying, that he who ! 


receives a Diſciple, ſhall be eſteemed and rewarded as if he recerved 
Chrift himſelf. The Diſciples received the Holy Ghoſt really, 
if (as ſome Dofors think ) the Holy Ghoſt deſcended upon them; 
if only the graces of the Spartt, (as is more ordinarily ſaid,) 1t was 
only a figuratrve ſpeech, and no real reception. A man recetves 


an zheritauce when he. recerves the writings, [very and [er/in, | 


©. but here 1s nothing rea//y recezved but the wwrzzngs, or ſome 
other thing, whereby the znherifance is concelved. to be given 
not property, but by common cuſtom, and vulzar manner of ſpeaking, 
grounded upon pe/tt/ve laws, or mutual compatt. A Prince te: 
celveth a Kingdom rea//y, 1f he be preſent in and tout; butif 
any o7her aay,he receives 1t not rea/ly. It 18 no news that the word 
{1cce/we) 1s lometimes, uſed figuratively, and in divers manners, 
but the word (realy ) is not fiearative, nor being applied to 7c- 
eerve fuffers 1t to be taken figuratively. And ſo the Church hath 
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always underltood it, z.e. both that recezuing and the recerved | 
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conceive that our Lord in the laſt and moſt ſolemn myſtery of his 
whole life ſhould make uſe of ſo di/ute and zmproper an expreſſion. 


Pag. 5. Ut is eaſie to aſſign gord reaſons for the Alterations |. 
Be it eaſe; neither himſelf, nor any elſe (that IT have ſeen), 
have given ſuch good reaſons. He refers us to Dr. Zarne, 
Foxes and Firebrands, &yc. dirty Pools. which himſelf alſo had 


fiſhed already, and found nothing. "Tis ſaid firſt, That it was. 


not thought fit to caſt off —_ all at once. Superſtition: 
then that ancient Form was, which notwithſtanding had remained 
ſo many hundred years already, and the who/e Church for all 
that time was guilty of Super/t:7z0n : But the new Form ( eltabliſh'd. 
by a few partial, or alſo ignorant perſons ) was void of Super- 


ftition. But if they chang'd the former becauſe of Super/ti77on,, 


what made them 1o often change the other? Fere/ie ? But how 
came 1t to paſs, that they tolerated Super/#iz:0u fo long? Muſt :/Z 
be done, that goed may eome of 1t? But why would Q. Z/s. 
introduce Superſtition again when once ejected ? 

Again, 'tts ſaid, That the A/terazions were /awful, becauſe not: 
againlt Scripture, and in that the Subjes ought to acquieſce, 
not regarding the prudence of the Changes ; for which the zrac: 
reaſons are only guelled, but polrzzcal ones. may be ſeen-wn. Bur 
net, oye. It ſeems the Reformers guided themſelves, not by Re- 
[;gion, but Policy ;, an evil ingredient in Church-matrers. But 
netther indeed were they either pol:7ical, expedient , or lawful. 
For certainly 1t was not good po/zcy, xt. To introduce ſuch a d+- 
viſion into the Nation, which at the beginning raiſed Commoti- 
ons and Civil Wars 1n- ſeveral-parts of the Kingdom. 2. To in- 
troduce Antimonarchical Principles, and ſuch Opinions as mani- 
teſtly oppoſe the Kingly Government : By unhinging their Con- 
{ciences, and diminiſhing the Power of the Clergy, [which as long 
as it was incorporated into the reſt of the great Body of the 
Church, did, _ would always have been able to maintain the 
Power of the Kang ;] and ſetting up the Power of the People, ma- 
king them Judges of »2afters of Religion, thereby exempring theur 
from the Government of the Clergy, by whom they mzzpr be, 
and were: kept in. Obedience to God and their Soverazzu: Nor, 
were the Alterations lawful, becauſe not made. by the Tewful Ec- 
cle/taſtical Magiftrates, or agreeable to the relt of Gad's Church 
but an erecting an Altar againit an Altar; a Sacramentary Zuing- 
lian Table againſt the Altar of God in his Holy Church ; and 
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_—_— made a' breach upon the Unity of the Church, and 
expoled thoſe who conſent to them to the great wrath of Al- 
mighty God, and hazard of their own Salvation. 

Another Argument of the Change of the Dofzrime, was the 
Omiſlion of divers Ceremonies, very fignihcant of, if not neceſ- 
lary unto, the perfeion of this Sacrament. As firit, The omi{- 
fion of taking the Bread, or Patten, into the Hand of the Cor- 
fecrator ; being 1n it ſelf an application of the words of Conſecra- 
Z70n to the matter propoſed. To this the Repher faith, That 
the Nature of the Aion implies the. Ceremony of the Flandling 
the Patten and Chalice : Therefore more the hu of them who 
made 1t #07 necef/ary, but left it zmdjfferent, Then, 1. The omit- 
ting of them denies a Conſecrarion.” I ſay, If that Ceremony was 
omitted, or not enjoin'd, 'tis very probable, that neither was 
Conſecration intended, or belieyvd ; which ſecondly, to be the 71- 
tention of the Framers of the ſecond Litargy is very likely, be- 
cauſe they omitted the words, 7 he Body of ohr Lord Feſus Chriſt ; 
as alſo becauſe they chang'd the Form into, Take and cat this, 
mmdividuum vagum , ſomething or nothing, Conſecrated or not- 
Conſecrated. Tho indeed our Repher's Opinion ſeems to dts- 
like the word z/hzs, and thinks it ſhould rather be zheſe Benefits, 
which neither can be eaten, nor conſecrated, nor require any ſym- 
hols. But he ſaith theſe Ceremonies were praQis'd by divers, 
but he 1nftanceth only in Biſhop Fewe/. Mr. Raſta/'s teſtimony he 
groundleſly denies. For we know, that in the late times, till 
it was re-commanded by the Rubric, few prattis'd it, or indeed 
regarded 1t as a thing of Conſequence. Which doubtleſs was the 
reaſon of that Command in the Margin ; 1t was recall'd into 
uſe, becauſe diſuſed; and the Repher's Reaſon inſufficient. 


P.6. Gloria in Excel/is Deo, and Benediftus gui venit | are two 
Hymns ; the firſt plac'd in this part of the <Maff (as 1s commonly 
ſaid) by St. 7: es, the Ninth Biſhop of Rome from St. Pe- 
ter, and was the Congratulation {4 the Angels for the Lord's coming 
into the World ; as the Benedrf#nus was for his Triumphant En- 
wy into 7eruſalem ; both moſt properly applied to the beginning 
of this Offece, as rejaicing for his coming to be preſent upon the 
Altar. Such univerſal, ancient, ſolemn parts of God's Service were 
not omitted by chance, nor would they have been ſo, had they 
not contain'd an Argument againſt the wew-deviſed Abſence of the 


Lord from his people. ' 
The 
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The Santtus, Sani7us, Sanfus | was not anciently call'd the 
Triſagium, but Hymnus Angelicas & YVittorialis. The Triſagium, 
was Sanctus Dens, Inathne Betis: Santtus immortalis; not 10 much 
uſed in the Yeſtern as in the Eaſtern Church, which was ſung 
when the Prie#f approached the Quzre, v. Menardum. To which 
ſome add after forts, ſome after 2mmorzalis, Qui Crucifixus es pro 
obis. And they ( as molt of the 4/zazic&s) who apply'd the Hymn 
to our Saviour, meant no harm; but they who attributed 1t. to. 
the Trinity (as the Conſlantinepohitans and the Feſt generally.) 
condemned it. But this only o6z7er, as allo that concerning _ 
Receiver's anſwering Amen; which as our Author proves by ir- 
refragable teſtimonies ( were it worth the pains to vindicate 
theft) not to have been an anſwer to a Prayer, but an acknow- 
ledginent of our Lord's. Preſence there. We will add notwith- 
ſtanding what we find in St. Ambroſe's Works, /. 4. c. 5. de Sacra: 
mentis, Non otioſe, cum accipis, aicis, Amen. Fam in Spiritte _ 
teris guod accipias corpus. Chritti. Dicit Sacerdos, corpus Chrifti,. 
& tu dicis Amen, 2. c. verum eft. Quod confitetur lingua texeat af- 
fetus. 


The omiſſion 4 theſe words | theſe Foly Myſteries | might be 
purely accidental | And might nor be ſo. For they have a ſig- 

nification contrary to the Opinion of the Reformers, and. all other. 
deniers of the real preſence of our Lord; nor can they find any my- 

{tery 1n /akng, eating, a Morſcl of Bread, and a Sup of Wine, and re- 

membring our Lord's death and ſufferings ; and then by faith feed. 

ing upon him not recetv'd : This perhaps is a mpHery, forT donot. 
underlland 1t. 


P. 7. No fault with the ſecond Form | Faulty enough certain- 
ly, becauſe contrary to the former Book ( which to prove was 
the Author's chief intention ), and conſequently from that of 
the Church of Chriſt. 2. Becauſe either non-ſenſe, or tro moſt un- 
intelligible, either what is mcant by 7hzs, or by feeding on our 


Sawour's benefits by Faith. 


' P.8. Theſe words---that theſe thy Gifts and Creatures of Bread 
aud Wine may be to us the Budy aud Flood of thy dear Son, 1n the 
Reformation” of the Litwgy were left out, becauſe manifeſtly 
owning a real change; and were not reſtor'd in Qu. E/2abeth 


Ziturgy, For She ( probably ) could not examine all the Altera- 
£1005 
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tions by her own ſelf; and her Biſhops, being inclin'd to Zaing- 
lianiſm, did not willingly reſtore any thing againſt their own 
Opinion. Afterward Archbiſhop Laad reitor'd it in the Scor- 
tifh Liturgy. For which he was ſeverely cenſur'd by Baily's Lau- 
denſium Autocatacrifis. This being, as he ſaith, a notable Argu- 
metift for 7ranſub/tantiation; at lealt for the real preſence to rhe 
Recerver it was. 'Tho1t 1s moſt certain, the Archbiſhop did not 
incline to defend 7 ranſub/tantiation, but only the real preſence to 
the Receiver, according to the Dodrine of the Church of Znz land, 
miſ-underſtood by that Parzan. 


Pag. 10. Diſhoneſtly or 712norantly rage? Falſe. They are 
natural Deductions, or rather Propoſitions almolt verbatim taken 


-out of the Declaration; whereas thoſe the: Replrer (after his 


new way of az/wering ) would rather haye them modell'd into, 


are Nonſenſe. 


Pag. 11. Cahn and Bezaare mentioned, becauſe by them were 
the Exg/;ſh Reformers much direfed; tho our Author doth not 
ty himſelf up to ſpeak only of the Church of Exgl/and-men. 'The 
Aathor makes uſe of Conciliators, as being leſs biafſed, and there- 
fore better diſpoſed, to underitand the truth, and obliged by their 
deſign to a more accurate exanunation of the Dofrmes of both 
parties, and a more {tri&t declaration of them ; as being afſſur'd to 
be oppoſed by bo7h parties. Mr. T horndike,he faith,had in this mat- 
ter opinzons of his own, agreeable neither to the Catholick, nor Charch 
of England. The like he ſaith of our Author p. 1. I am afraid 
the fault 1s not 1n the o4jee?, but the organ; his endeavour to 
blaſt fo learned a perſon, ſhews him to have bin rightly guored by 
our Author. But why ſhould I ſpend more pains to vindicate the 
opinions of the Doftors of the Engliſh Church, which is Tuffici- 
ently performed in the a/courſe, in the Hiſtory of the Enz/jh 
Reformation from $.148, and by the Drſcomrſe here newly printed, 
and the fir/t Appendrx to it, 


Pas. 12. The guotations out of Dr. Tayhr are moſt true ; but if 
that Door was not conſtant to himſelf or his own opinton ; or if 
by forgetfalneſs he {peaks one thing 1n one place, and otherwiſe 
11 another; or it he did not throvghly underſtand the arfference, 


and therefore vented many urdize/ted and incoherent notions, ( as 
he 
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he ſeems to moſt men to have done; ) what 1s that to us? May 
not we make uſe of the good wheat, becaule fares are mingled 
with it?. Yet I do not remember that he any where ſuſtains , 
(as our Replzer doth, ) that the Proteſtants may uſe the ſame terms 
as the Catholicks, and yet in a quite different ſenſe. But are we 
come in this great queſtion, to may uſe the terms of the Church 1n 
a quite different notion than ,477guiry and the Church hath and 
Zdoth {till uſe them ? but let them uſe them as they pleaſe, only 
Z they ſhould give notice of their meanzng, and tell the world thar 
* their words are like Zacob's, but their zntention ike Eſau; and lo 
7 plainly confeſs their hereſy, and not ſeek to cover it with fuch, 


» 


7 orry tig-leaves. 


1 Pag.13. Of thoſe (to ſay no worſe) zrreverent creo of 
Jour receiving the dead body and dead blood of our Lora, | 

1Repher and his Capernaits enjoy the honour: we content our 
{elves to believe and know, that our Lord ( in this Sacrament ) 1s 
Jbecome to us a guickning Spirit. How our Lord's body now glort- 
Jhed 1s recezved by us, as repreſenting his death and ſufferings, 18 
* ſufficiently declared in the precedent Diſcourſe. Let it tuffice 
; here, that we receive it by the hands of his Przefts, united to him 
{in this office, as Himſclfoffereth it to the Father, the only truc 


zand acceptable ſacrifice, in the heayenly Temple; and whereof, 
Jweinvited to God's own Table, are partakers, as of the Sacrifice 


Jof peace and reconciliation. The ſame body, which was 1mmolarcd 


{whilſt upon earth, remains (tho now g/orzfied) till the end of the 


{world; when they that prerced, or deny, or disbelieve his words, 
{ſhall with ſhame and everlaſting remor{e /o04 upon him. 


Pag. 14. There 1s as great a difference , ( eſpecially con- 


; cerning the real preſence of our Lord) as the Catholicks charge 
4them with all. Thoſe, truly called, Proteſtants aflert Conſubſtan- 
Jtratron. The Zuinghans or Sacramentaries ( to whom our Replier 
JJjoyns himſelf) no rea/ preſence of our Lord's Fody at all, but of 
the benefits only of his Paſſion. The Church of Zng/and and her 
Doors ſay, that the body and blood of our Lord are really, and 
1not only by the benefits and effeFs, received by us. Theſe things 


are plainly ſaid in the former Diſcourſe. What 1s the meaning 
of our #ni0z and communion with Chrilt's g/orified body, and how 
this 15, or can be performed or imagined according to our Rephers 
and the Zunglian Scheme, I confeſs I cannot under{tand ; how 
F 2 «Mt. 
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according to the Catho/ick doftrine, 1s explained before.. Tho T 
know allo the Zxing/zans do pretend to ſuch benefits, and all o-. 
thers, tho they do not expreſly own a rea/ preſence. 


Pag. 16. So much for the uſe of the word Really.) He hath 
blundred a long time upon the notion of Really ; how it ſignifies, 
how uled, how it 22ay be uſed by the /earned &c. as if the word. 
uſed ſo many years by the Church, ſhould {tand or fall to his may. | 


bees, and ſorry conjectures : at length he ſaith, a 741g may be re. ? 
ally preſent two ways ; Phyſically, and Horally. Where ranks he ? 
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a. 


a Divine preſence, a Spirtual preſence, beſides many other ſorts | 
of preſence? A phyſical preſence 1s a local preſence. | Not, if 
we ſpeak of a ſpiritual body ; not, 1t we ſpeak of a mraculons pre. 1 
ſence, efteed by the power of Almighty God. A Moral "ak jour 'F 
. 25 called Ri | This 1s a confeſlion of his own zovel, and 
therefore of a ſuſpicious interpretation. "The Church uſed /z 
cramental for real, as oppoſed to receiving by faith, as 1s {aid be- 
fore. But what 1s it to be 9ora/ly preſent, if not that a moral en- 
zity, (as grace holineſs, &c,) are preſent ? The benefits of our Lord's | 
Paſſion are preſent to, and enjoyed by, us ; but what 1s this to the } 
real 7rue preſence of his Body? But neither are, theſe benefits 
given us In the Sacrament, but only are apprehended of us by 
faith. In ſumme, this Repher ſeems to flutter, as 1t he were faſt 
limed; partly, by the conftant doctrine of the Church, and a de- 
fire to ſeem no Zamzlian. Wherefore he heapeth up {ſuch a pars | 
cel of inſignificant words, and di{tinttions, that 1t 1s loſt time to 
examin them. There 7s a real preſence of a body which 15s always | 
/zcal. | This is falſe, as 1s ſhewed before. There 7s alſo a ſpiritual ? 
anduirtinal preſence. | Diſtinct from real and moral? Spiritual we | 
acxnowledge as before, but this 1s read, and not vrine/only ; and : 
what 1s virzual, if not the efefs of our Lord's Pathon? Whas | 


& & 


are all theſc TO the real Preſence of ouf# Lord's teay, the auly que: bt 
ition ? F; 
Pog. 15. At Tall he fits down with this concluſion; that if 
rightly naderſiood 1t 15 not material «what Adverbs we uſe; we may 7; 
lay 1t 15 really, efjentially, cn porally preſent. | 1 had thought it had Þ 
btn the cultom, and necellary to exprels the Church'es do7r:me | 
1a her own words, and not to have uſed the 4u5wn words of the | 
Ciiurch in an arbitrary /ronification. This 1s facere guidlivet 
quolib;t; or a moit horrible equiyocation, mental reſeryation, or Þ 
4 M1159» 
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material elocution ; with which at another time he will raiſe 


much duſt ; not remembring his own do&trine, that we may pur 


what /zgn1fication we pleate upon uſual words; a ſaho, which at 
once takes away all veracity, and the uſe of language. I am 
weary of this confa/ron as well as himſelf, and therefore he ſums 
up all thus. 7 he Papiſts always acknowledge a focal preſence. | 
The contrary whereof 15 true. For the Pap/ts never acknowledge a 
/otal preſence of the body of our Lord in the Euchariſt. And wwe 


# Proteſlants (whatever term we uſe) mean only a ſpiritual and vir- 
# tual preſence, and explain the term (whatever it be we make uſe of) 
| Za that effece.| Is not this making the real preſence of our Lord 
| only figurative, and Zuinghianiſme? Anſw. Ns. 


', Pag, 18. Fir we ds not bold that we barely receive the effects aud 
benefits of Chriſt's boay ; but we hold it really preſent, in as much as 
2t 1s really recetved, aud we put in aftual poſſeſſion of it. | Well 
then, the Body ot our Lord 1s really preſent and received. Avſw. 
No. HF hatever we ſay, we mean only a virtual preſence.) Which 


15 indeed only a figurative preſence, and 1s owned by the Zuing/i- 


ans and Figurativits, and which the Rep/zer, ſeeking to avoid, 
really condemns; as the Church hath done in thoſe two or three, 
who in the courſe of lo many centuries, ſet abroach ſuch or 
the like opinion. Let the PRepher allo take notice, that Zmm- 
2lius doth not deny ea7zng by faith, or in a myſterious and meffa- 
ble manner, by which miſt of words the FBepher 11 vain thinks 
70 pals for orthoden, | 


Pag. 20. Stumble. No, 1t 1s the Replier's cavil. The /ubric 
{11th nor, as he pretends, 4 7!1ue natural body cannot be &c but, 
2t 1s againſt the truth of a natural body to be &c,, which 1s not 
very good ſenſe, ( we not knowing what a falſe natural body 15, ) 
except the meaning of 1t be, that this Propolition, 7 natural bo- 
ay can be im ſeveral places, 1s not true , which 1s the very fame 
which our Author {auth. 


Tneffable myſtery. | The Repher darc not deny that the 22- 
vines of the Church of Anzland, as well as thole of the Carholet 
Church, acknowledpe the preſence of our 97d in the Eucharilt to 
be a myſtery : but taith, they acknowl-dge our nanton with Chriſt 
zo be @ myſtery; which 1s not oppoſite to the- other, tho indeed 
1t 1s too 19p/ter ions to know how this Cnr follows from his 2s- 
£trine. EF f2 Op- 
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Oppoſite and contrad fory. | To periwade the Reader that our 
Author alloweth conzrad;&tons to bc true, he leaves out the word 
ſeemingly, as allo I. 21. which ſeemerh to us to imclude a contragd;. 
Fiom. Take notice therefore, that no Cazhohick athrms, That 
God can make two cenzradftorzes to be true, and that there 1s ng 
coutradiftion 1n their doctrine of the ZEncharit. But they be. 
eve it to be plainly revealed by our Saviour's own words , and 
St. Paul's. ( v. foregoms Diſcourſe, p. 18.) 

Pag. 21. T be doffrine of the Trinity doth as much violence to Phz. 
Ioſophy as Tranſutſtantiation. | But Tranſubſtantiation is a contra. 
diff100, 


Pag. 25. Biſhop Andrews's famous ſaying, ( which the Reprrer 
would tally mma Fr or interpret; ) T he real preſence which we hold, 
7s as real as the corporal which the Papifts hold, Which Propoſition 
1s both falſe in 1t ſelf, and falſly father'd upon Biſhop Andrews. 
For they who believe only a fienrarive preſence, believe not ſo 
much as they who believe a rea/ alſo. For it 1s te ſay,That he who 
believes a real abſence, beheves a real preſence. 


Þag. 275- Marg. Chri/t was made in all things like to us.) In his 
Tucarnation, that we might be made like to him in his g/orzficattion. 
In his /ucarnation a natural body, with the like 1mperteCtions, 
tufterings, Gc. 1n his Glorification a ſpiritual body. 

The Heavens mnſt contain him.| The word 1s not contain, but 
receive him. That his boay, which is not now endowed with na- 
tural properties, but ſprri/ual, 1s in Heaven, no Cathelich denies, 
for that wou!d be againſt the Creed. Burt they ſay, that he 1s both 
mn Ffeaven, and in the Frchariſt : or clic what needs all. this dit- 
-ourie about his being zu ſeveral places at once. 

Pag. 28. JYould he not wonder that St. Auſtin. | Our duthor's 
quotation out of St. Au/t:r, de Cura pro w71178, 1s true and perty- 
Nent. Our Repher himielt p, 29. ſeems not to dare affirm, that 2 
Spirit canrc? 92 it feveral places or ubi's : but 1 1t be a contradi7on, 
S. Auſtin nceds not enquire; i not a contradidon, neither is it 
lor a ſp:ritual body to be lo, So that 1t matters not, wherher thc 
eAMartyrs bodies are ſpoken of by St. Auſtin. Nor doth the quo- 
tations brought by our FRepher out of St. AuStin Fp. 57. ad Dardi- 
£1, nor that of Trad?. 31. in Johan. in the leaſt RE the 

octrivs 
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doctrine of the Charch. Put that in Trad. 30. in Joh. is perfealy 


againſt the Repher. For after that S. AuSiin had laid, that our 
Lord was in dtyers places (1n heaven and earth) mn hrs hfe time, by 
the omnipotence of Almighty God ; he ſaith, that homo, indeed , 


| ſecundum corpus 11 loco eſt, gy de loco migrat ; oy cum ad alium hcum 


venerit, in eo Inco, unde cent, non eſt. He ſpeaks here of men in 
this natural ſtate, which 1s moſt true, if no miracle interpoſed; 
but concerning our Saviour he had ſaid before, that he was 
2w/h4iht upon earth mm heaven alſo by the power of God. 

Pag. 29. A contraaiftion for a boay to be cally in one place, and 
really received in awother. | What the Author ſaith 1s molt true ; 
what the Repher ſubſtitutes, 1s neither the Auzhor's, nor common, 
ſenſe. Bur it is moſt certain, that to ſay the real /ub/tantial body 
of our Lord is only in heaven, and the ſame body to be really received 
upon earth, 18 as much a contradictuon as to fay ; he natural, efſen- 
zial body of our Lord 1s reafly in ſeveral places ; Which 1s none at all, 


Thus have I with very great 74d juitiftied our Author againſt 
the Replrer ; what remains, 1s either repetition of what 1s faid 
betore, or concerns the {ubject of Adoration; concerning which , 
if 1t pleaſe God to continue our ſtrength, we ſhall not be Jong in 
his deb. 


Corr opends 


Corrigenda & Addenaa. 


Pas. bme. Pag. le. : 
EE, 20. Þ- $4-73. 7I. I9. obſervation p. 19. 
18. 28. to body. 21. croſs | p. ny. 
28. 2. (1n the quota- 80. 17. taken pallively 
' tion ſet down above p.50.) 87. 23. quotation Þ. 48. 
bs 25. Ob. 3. p13. 94- 29. made p. 45. 
51. 28. P. 49.50. the places, Lo8. 19. of Suarez p. Loy. 
$2. 14- before, p.35.. IIO. 24. above, p. 102. 
54- 4 #ele p. 123. 129. 33. there confuting it 
54- 23. opinion p. 69. I33. I. comes more PCace 
G4. 13. Chriſtus non jubet. 148. 13. Biſhop Porner. 


"i. 5. tc. See P. 60. 
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